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  School Leader Survey 
Section 1: Background 
1.1. Date:             ______________________________ 
 
1.2. Surname:        _____________________ ( 1.2b) Given name:   ________________________ 
 
1.3. Date of Birth:       ________________________________ 
 
1.4. Gender:      Female             Male  
 
1.5. Are you of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander Origin?             Yes                No  
 
1.6.   Email: ______________________________________ 
 
1.7.   In what Country were you born?        Australia           Other   (specify)  
 
  _______________________________________________________________________  
 
1.8. What is the primary language spoken in your home?   English       Other   (specify) 
 
  _______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Section 1a: Education and Work Experience 
1.1a. Please provide information on your degrees and credentials. Check the highest degree 
attained: 
 
  3 year Bachelors degree 
  3 year Bachelors degree + 1 year graduate diploma 
  3 year Bachelors degree + 2 year graduate diploma or Bachelors Degree 
  Dual Bachelors degree 
  4 year Bachelors degree 
  Masters degree 
  Doctorate degree 
  Other (please specify)  
 
  _____________________________________________________________________________________  
 
1.1b. List any specific courses/programs in Indigenous Education: 
 
  _____________________________________________________________________________________  
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1.2a.  How many years have you worked in a school or other educational institution? 
   
__________________(years) 
 
1.3a. How many different schools have you worked in since the beginning of 2006?   
(check the appropriate number) 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 10+ 
                
 
1.4a. What school do you now work in?        
_____________________________________________ 
1.5a. What is your current Position:   Principal          Other (please specify) 
____________________________ 
1.6a.  How many years have you worked in your current role? ___________ (years) 
1.7a.  How many years have you worked at this school? ___________ (years) 
1.8a. Have you worked in schools with an Indigenous student population of more than 25%?     
Yes   No    
1.9a.   If yes, how many years have you worked in schools with Indigenous students? 
___________ ( years) 
 
Section 1b: SSLP/ SSLC Involvement   
1.1b.  Have you completed the Stronger Smarter Leadership Program?   Yes  No  
1.2b.  What year did you complete the Stronger Smarter Leadership Program (SSLP)? 
_______________________ 
1.3b.  Is your school a Stronger Smarter Learning Community (SSLC) Hub school?         
Yes   No  
1.4b.  Is your school a Stronger Smarter Learning Community (SSLC) Affiliate school?  
Yes   No  
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Section 1c: School Priorities  
1.1c.  Given your current school situation and the limitations of resources and staff, where 
would you allocate resources over the next 12 months? Please Rank order only FIVE (5) of the 
following from  1  =  “Top  Priority”  and  5  =  “Lowest  Priority” 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT (e.g., teacher professional learning, student / teacher 
relationships, teacher cultural and contextual understanding). 
 
STUDENT SUPPORT (e.g., behaviour management, retention, transitions, supportive school 
environment, goal setting and learning plans). 
 
CURRICULUM (e.g., relevance, a specific KLA intervention, engagement, choice and multiple 
pathways). 
 
SCHOOL CULTURE (e.g., emphasis on high expectations and student success).  
INDIGENOUS CULTURE (e.g., identity, cultural knowledge, cultural visibility).  
NETWORKS AND PARTNERSHIPS (e.g., links with other people, organisations, schools and 
communities). 
 
SCHOOL LEADERSHIP (e.g., support to develop leadership roles in the school such as assistant 
principal, senior teacher, curriculum head, Indigenous worker, project leaders). 
 
PARENT ENGAGEMENT (e.g., parents, guardians and caregivers).  
STUDENT OUTCOMES (e.g., attendance, NAPLAN, social outcomes, retention and post-school 
pathways).  
 
INDIGENOUS EDUCATION WORKERS (e.g., role, employment and career paths).  
Other  
1.2c.  If other, please specify:  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Section 2.  Indigenous School Ethos 
We are interested in your views on engagement with Indigenous School Ethos .Please indicate on the scale 
below to what degree (where 1=  “not  much”  to  9=  ”a  lot”) the statements reflect the situation in your school.   
 Your current situation 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
2.1.  The school curriculum documents are modified to embed Indigenous 
knowledges and ways of knowing.           
2.2.  Teachers adopt pedagogies that are sensitive to Indigenous students ways 
of knowing.          
 2.3.  Teachers promote communication between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous students.           
 2.4.  Indigenous signs and symbols (e.g., art work, student murals etc.) are 
displayed in the classrooms and/or school.          
2.5.  The school as a community actively participates in Indigenous events.          
 2.6. Indigenous people participate in and/or advise on school events.          
2.7.  Indigenous students feel as though they belong in the school.          
2.8. Indigenous languages are  used in the school yard.           
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2.9.  Is there anything else you would like to say about school climate at your school?   
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Section 3.  Indigenous Leadership 
We are interested in your views of Indigenous leadership at your school.  Please indicate on the scale below to 
what degree (where 1  =  “not  much”  to  9  =  ”a  lot”) the statements reflect the situation in your school.   
 Your current situation 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
3.1.  Indigenous and non-Indigenous staff plan curriculum together.          
3.2.  Indigenous community members are involved in curriculum planning.          
3.3.  Indigenous community members are professional development leaders for 
school staff.          
3.4.  Indigenous staff hold formally recognised leadership positions in the 
school (e.g., deputy principal, head of department, head of curriculum, 
etc). 
         
3.5.  Indigenous staff hold informal leadership positions in the school (e.g., 
sports coordinator, before/ after school coordinator, responsible for 
Indigenous student initiatives, etc). 
         
3.6.  Indigenous staff hold committee positions in the school.          
3.7.  Indigenous community members hold committee positions on governance 
boards (e.g., councils and leadership groups).          
3.8.  Indigenous community members involved with the school mentor staff.          
3.9. Indigenous students hold formally recognised leadership positions in the 
school (e.g., school captain, house captain, class captain or prefect).          
3.10. Is there anything else you would like to say about Indigenous leadership at your 
school?   
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Section 4a.  High Expectations Leadership 
We are interested in your views of high expectations leadership in your school.  Please indicate on the scale 
below to what degree (where 1=  “not  much”  to  9=  ”a  lot”) the statements reflect the situation in your school.   
 Your current situation 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
4.1a.  High expectations for Indigenous student learning are promoted in staff 
meetings.          
4.2a.  High expectations for Indigenous student learning are promoted in school 
policies.           
4.3a.  Staff are mentored in the importance of high expectations for Indigenous 
students.          
4.4a.  The staff of this school takes collective responsibility for unlocking the 
potential in Indigenous students.          
4.5a.  Indigenous students are challenged on achieving their potential.          
4.6a.  Parents of Indigenous students are consulted about high expectations for 
their children.           
4.7a.  High expectations for Indigenous student learning are embedded in 
classroom context.          
 
4.8a.  Is there anything else you would like to say about high expectations leadership at your school?  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Section 4b.  Expectations for Student Outcomes 
We are interested in your expectations for Indigenous students in your school.  Given the constraints and 
resources in your school, Please rank order the following and rate them from 1  =  “Top  Priority”  and  5  =  
“Lowest  Priority” 
Attendance  
NAPLAN achievement scores  
Behaviour  
Continuing education  
4.2b.  Do you have any comments about expectations for students at your school? ______________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Section 5: Networks 
In response to the question below please write the role of the person(s) (e.g. classroom teacher, local community 
member, principal, deputy principal, health care worker, Indigenous education advisor etc.) and where that 
person is located (e.g., Clearwater SHS, Saratoga Primary School, Wilbraham Regional Office, Summerville 
Local Community, Regional Partner Research Team). 
5.1.  Who do you talk to or consult with, in relation to improving Indigenous student educational outcomes?  If 
you do not communicate with others on this topic then leave blank. 
Person 
number 
Role of this person 
Name of 
organisation 
What do you talk 
about? 
In the last 
month, how 
often have 
you talked to 
this person? 
In the last 3 
months, how 
often have you 
talked to this 
person? 
1 e.g., Classroom Teacher  e.g., Clearwater 
SHS 
e.g., Standards, 
Community 
Relations, etc) 
3 5 
2  
 
    
3  
 
    
4  
 
    
5  
 
    
6  
 
    
7  
 
    
 
5.2. Please comment on any other important relationships in the context of improving Indigenous student 
educational outcomes.  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Section 6a.  Innovative School Staffing 
We are interested in your views of innovative school staffing at your school.  Please indicate on the scale below 
to what degree (where 1=  “not  much”  to  9=  ”a  lot”) the statements reflect the situation in your school.   If 
there  are  systemic  restrictions  on  your  activities,  please  select  “NA.” 
 Your current situation 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
6.1a.  The school has the latitude to select teaching and professional staff.                                             
NA            
6.2a.  Indigenous teachers are actively sought after by the school.            
6.3a.  Teachers with experience/ expertise in Indigenous education are actively 
sought after by the school.            
6.4a.  The school recruits Indigenous staff in professional support roles (e.g., 
teacher aide/ community education counsellor).          
6.5a.  The school recruits Indigenous staff in support roles (e.g., cleaner, 
groundskeeper, gardener, or bus driver).          
6.6a.  The school recruits administrative personnel in management positions 
with Indigenous experience or expertise (e.g., Heads of Department, 
Heads of Curriculum and Deputies). 
         
6.7a.  The specialist teachers have experience or expertise with Indigenous 
students (e.g., speech pathologists, ESL, or special education).           
6.8a.  The school seeks advice from the Indigenous Community on staffing.          
6.9a.  The school has an induction process for teachers on Indigenous issues that 
incorporates community involvement.          
6.10a.  There is sufficient budgetary capacity to support flexible approaches to 
staffing.            
6.13a.  Please comment on any other strategies in your school that you would call an innovative staff model.   
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Section 6b.  Innovative School Models 
We are interested in your views of innovative school models.  Please indicate on the scale below to what degree 
(where 1=  “not  much”  to  9=  ”a  lot”) the statements reflect the situation in your school.   
 Your current situation 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
6.1b.  The school has before and/or after school support programs that take into 
account both the needs of the community and those of the Indigenous 
students (e.g., homework programs). 
         
6.2b.  Flexible timetabling allows the school to accommodate community and 
student needs (e.g., Indigenous community events, student mobility, 
family circumstances).   
         
6.3b.  The school has a dedicated space or centre for Indigenous students and/ 
or community members.          
6.4b.  The school has policies and procedures in place to monitor and respond 
to student mobility between schools.          
6.5b.  If you had the capacity at your school, what school model (e.g., multi campus; phase based approach: 
lower, middle and upper school; making campus available to other organisations: health, department of 
community services) would you prefer to adopt to support the improved educational outcomes for Indigenous 
students?  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
6.6b.  Why would you adopt this model?  ___________________________________________________________________  
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6.7b.  Please comment on any other strategies in your school that you would call an innovative school model. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Section 8: Pedagogy and Curriculum 
We are interested in your perspectives of pedagogy and curriculum as a leader in your school.  Please indicate 
on the scale below to what degree (where 1=  “not  much”  to  9=  ”a  lot”) the statements reflect the situation in 
your school.   
 
 
 Your current situation 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
8.1.  Indigenous students require strong lesson scaffolding and  direct instruction.           
8.3.   Indigenous students require a pre-planned step-by-step approach to 
learning.           
8.4.   Practical, hands-on lessons (e.g., vocational and technical tasks) are the 
most effective strategies for engaging Indigenous students.           
8.5.   Effective teaching of Indigenous students requires a strong focus on 
classroom management and rules.           
8.6.   Indigenous students negotiate their movement and use of space in the 
classroom (e.g., learning stations, group work).           
8.7.   A comprehensive, packaged  approach to teaching and learning is used for 
Indigenous  students (e.g., Jolly Phonics, Letter Land, Multi Lit, Go Maths).           
8.8.   There is provision in the curriculum for Indigenous students to learn from 
community Elders.           
8.10.  Indigenous students are allowed to choose topics and curriculum content in 
their learning.             
8.11.  Indigenous students receive individually tailored instruction.            
8.12. Indigenous students negotiate their learning tasks (e.g., topics, due dates, 
criteria).            
8.13.  Indigenous  students  often  explore  issues  of  identity  and  their  ‘voice’.              
8.14. The approaches to teaching reflect Indigenous communication styles (e.g., 
family interaction patterns, ways of addressing Elders, behaviour 
management strategies).   
         
8.15. There is a strong focus for Indigenous learners on real world knowledge 
(e.g., how to deal with institutions, how to access services, using media).           
8.16. Indigenous students require a strong emphasis on the Key Learning Areas to 
achieve successful learning.            
8.17. The core school curriculum strongly focuses on basic skills of literacy.             
8.18. The core school curriculum strongly focuses on basic skills of numeracy.             
8.19. It is essential that Indigenous students engage with traditional Western 
literary and historical knowledge (e.g.,  literary  ‘classics’,  Greek  and  Roman  
myths).   
         
8.20. It is essential that Indigenous students engage with high status Western 
mathematical and scientific knowledge (e.g., Physics, Chemistry, Advanced 
Mathematics).  
         
8.21. It is essential that Indigenous students master spoken and written Standard 
Australian English.           
8.22. The integration of community knowledges and issues into the classroom is 
prominent.          
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8.23. There is a strong emphasis on local Indigenous knowledges in the 
curriculum (e.g., local history, cultural practices, Aboriginal terms and 
locations).   
         
8.24. There is provision for specialised instruction in elements of Indigenous 
cultural, artistic and musical expression.           
8.25. There is provision for teaching Indigenous languages.           
8.26. There is provision for Aboriginal English and Torres Strait Islander Kriol/ 
Creole to be spoken in classrooms.           
8.27. Involvement in workplace and community service is an important part of 
curriculum for Indigenous students at this school.          
8.28. Indigenous students are exposed to career education.            
8.29.  Exposure  to  mainstream  classics  of  children’s  literature  is  important  for  
Indigenous students (e.g., Roald Dahl, C. S. Lewis, E. B. White).            
 
 
8.30.  Do you have any further comments about pedagogy for Indigenous education in your 
school? 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
8.31.   Some schools organise instruction differently for students with different abilities.  
What  is  your  school’s  policy  about  this  for  students  in  all  grades?     
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
8.32.   Students are grouped by ability within their classes. 
  For all subjects   For some subjects   Not for any  subjects 
 
Section 9:  Community Engagement  
We are interested in your views of community engagement.   
Please indicate on the scale below to what degree (where 1=  “not  much”  to  9=  ”a  lot”) the 
statements reflect the situation in your school.   
 Your current situation 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
9.1.  Parents and/ or community members  participate in classroom teaching or 
student learning.          
9.2.  There is a program to encourage parents and/ or community members to 
become actively involved in the school.          
9.4.  An outreach program is maintained to parents/ families who do not visit 
the school.          
9.5.  Indigenous community members meet regularly with school governance 
boards (e.g., councils and leadership groups).          
9.6.  Indigenous community members are consulted on major decisions about 
the direction of the school.          
9.7.  Indigenous community priorities are taken into account as part of the 
school planning process.          
9.8.  Indigenous community members have a voice in the everyday running of 
the school.          
9.9.  School staff have significant roles in meetings and events that involve the 
Indigenous community.          
9.9. How does your school promote community engagement?  ___________________________________ 
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_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
9.10  Does the school have a specific staff member in charge of Indigenous education?                          
Yes                No  
9.11  If so, how was this person chosen?  ____________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
9.10. Do you have any further comments about community engagement in your school?  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Section 10:  Sustainability  
We are interested in your views about sustaining Indigenous education strategies.   
Please indicate on the scale below to what degree (where 1=  “not  much”  to  9=  ”a  lot”) the 
statements reflect the situation in your school.   
 Your current situation 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10.1.  The school will have difficulty maintaining its direction and priorities in 
Indigenous education if a key staff member left.          
10.2.  The school has a plan in place to ensure continuation in its Indigenous 
education programs.          
10.3.  The shortage of Indigenous staff is a challenge to continued 
participation in leadership roles.          
10.4.  Staff turnover is a challenge to sustainability of Indigenous education 
priorities in this school.            
10.5.  Timely access to professional development for school staff in relation to 
Indigenous education  is a challenge to the sustainability of our programs.             
10.6.    Teachers’ lack of awareness of Indigenous education to maintain and 
improve current initiatives is an issue in this school.            
10.7.  There is a shortage of teachers committed to Indigenous education to 
maintain and improve current initiatives in this school.            
10.8.  Teachers at this school have a limited capacity to maintain and improve 
current Indigenous education initiatives in this school.            
10.9.  Staff in this school experience competing demands on their time that 
impact on the sustainability of Indigenous education initiatives.            
10.10.  The school’s  difficulty  in  ensuring  the  ongoing  engagement  of  
members of the Indigenous community is a challenge to program 
sustainability. 
         
10.11.  There are insufficient funding resources to ensure sustainability of 
Indigenous education programs in your school.          
10.12.  How do you identify staff members as being key to Indigenous education programs? 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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10.13.  How many  key  staff  members  involved  in  the  school’s  Indigenous  education  
programs have left the school in the last 12 months?  __________ 
10.14.    What  effect  has  turnover  of  key  staff  members  had  on  the  school’s  Indigenous  
education programs? 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
10.15.  Do you have any further comments in relation to the sustainability of Indigenous 
education strategies in your school? 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Section 11: SSLC Hub & Affiliate School Links 
Please   comment   on   your   school’s   relationships   with   other   Stronger   Smarter   Learning   Communities Schools:     
Please indicate on the scale below to what degree the statements reflect the situation in your school.(where 1 =  
“not  much”      to    9    =  ”a  lot”) 
 
12.12)   Please comment on any other effects or influences from these Affiliate and/ or Hub school 
relationships: 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Thank-you for your participation! 
 
  
12.1)   Is your school: 
                A Stronger Smarter Learning Communities Hub School?         Yes    No  
   Don’t  Know   
                A Stronger Smarter Learning Communities Affiliate School?  Yes    No  
   Don’t  Know   
                Involved in Stronger Smarter Learning Communities?              Yes   No  
   Don’t  Know    
 
 
     Your Current Situation 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
12.2)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities schools in our network share 
professional development activities. 
         
12.3)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to staff 
communicating regularly. 
         
12.4)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to staff 
exchanges taking place to share practices.  
         
12.5)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to different 
approaches to staffing and school organisation. 
         
12.6)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to improved 
student outcomes in my school. 
         
12.7)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to enhanced 
curriculum in my school. 
         
12.8)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to improved 
pedagogy in my school. 
         
12.9)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to more 
effective leadership. 
         
12.10)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to a more 
positive approach to Indigenous identity. 
         
12.11)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to greater 
capacity  to  promote  Indigenous  students’  learning. 
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Appendix 2 2011 Teacher Survey 
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  School Teacher Survey 
Section 1: Background 
(1.1)        Date:    _______________________________  
(1.2a)      Surname: _____________________________  (1.2b)  Given Name:  _______________________  
(1.3) Current School:  ____________________________________________________________________  
(1.4) Current Position:   Teacher          Other (please specify) _________________________________  
(1.5) Email: ________________________________________  
(1.6)  In your current position are you:        Full-time        Part-time        
   Permanent          Contract           
   Other: (please specify)  ____________________________  
(1.7)   Date of Birth :    _____________________________      
(1.8)  Gender:    Female          Male   
(1.9)  Are you Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander?          Yes                No  
(1.10)  In what Country were you born?        Australia           Other   (specify) _____________________  
(1.11)  What is the primary language spoken in your home?   English       Other   (specify)  __________  
Section 2: Education and Work Experience 
(2.1)    Please provide information on your degrees and credentials. Check the highest degree attained: 
  3 year Bachelors degree 
  3 year Bachelors degree + 1 year graduate diploma 
  3 year Bachelors degree + 2 year graduate diploma or Bachelors Degree 
  Dual Bachelors degree 
  4 year Bachelors degree 
  Masters degree 
  Doctorate degree 
  Other (please specify)  __________________________________________________________________  
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Section 2: Education and Work Experience (continued) 
 (2.2) List any specific courses/programs in Indigenous Education: _______________________________________  
(2.3) How many years have you worked as a teacher?  _____________________ (years) 
(2.4) How long have you worked at your current school?  ___________________ (years) 
(2.5) What year level(s) do you teach in your current school?   __________________________________________  
(2.4a) If Primary, what is the Class Name: ___________________________________________________  
(2.4b) If Secondary, what is the main teaching area: ______________________________________________________  
 
(2.4c) For Secondary, was this subject part of your academic training?    Yes             No   
 
(2.6) Have you worked in schools with an Indigenous student population?     Yes           No    
 (2.5a) If yes, how many years have you taught classes with Indigenous students?  
 _______( years)  
 (2.7) How many different schools have you worked in since the beginning of 2006?  
 (please check the appropriate number): 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 10+ 
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Section 3: Pedagogy and Curriculum 
We are interested in your perspectives of curriculum in your school and classroom.   
Please Rank in order the following from 1-5 by level of importance as goals for curriculum with 
(1  =  “Most  Important”  and  5  =  “Less  Important”) 
(3.1)  Basic skills acquisition 
 
(3.2)  Access  to  the  best  of  traditional  content  knowledge  in  the  KLA’s 
 
(3.3)  Building awareness of Australian Indigenous identity, voice, and cultural knowledge  
 
(3.4)  Personal growth and development for each individual  
 
(3.5)  Critical analysis of society and culture 
 
 
In your classroom during a typical school week, please estimate what percentage of time you spend on the 
following, 
(3.6)  Administrative tasks (e.g., recording attendance, handing out school information/forms) 
 % 
(3.7)  Keeping order in the classroom (e.g., keeping students on task) 
 % 
(3.8)  Actual teaching and learning activities 
 % 
(3.9)  Other (please specify) 
 % 
                                                                                                                                                             TOTAL 100% 
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Section 3a: Grouping Practices 
Please describe ability grouping practices in your classroom. 
(1  =  “None  of  the  Time”      to      9  =  “All  of  the  Time”) 
3.1a)   Is your class streamed by ability levels?        
         Yes             No   
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
3.2a)  Students in my classroom work  in groups organised 
according to their ability  (e.g., reading or math 
groups) 
         
3.3a) When marking everyday work from my students with 
special needs, I modify my expected standards  
         
3.4a)  When marking everyday work from all other students, 
I modify my expected standards for students with less 
ability 
         
3.5a)  I simplify my curriculum for low achieving students          
3.6a)  I modify the pace of instruction to keep high 
achievers engaged 
         
3.7a)  If a student is having trouble with an assignment, I 
adjust it to their level 
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Section 4: Classroom Practices             Directions:  
 
 
 
The next section contains 2 sub-sections. 
 
 
Please note: 
 
The first section is for Primary Teachers; 
 
The second section is for Secondary Teachers. 
 
 
Please answer only the section that is applicable to your situation. 
 
The following questions ask that you estimate the time (in minutes) you 
spent on a classroom activity during a typical week in Term 3.  The 
estimates do not need to add up to a total number, but rather are a best 
guess about the amount of time you allot to the various activities.  You 
may want to consult your diary or workplan to help you estimate the time.  
If  you  do  not  engage  an  activity,  please  write  down  “0”  minutes. 
 
For example, there are approximately 1200 minutes in a typical 5 day 
school week.  That is, there are about 4 hours per day of instructional time 
which represents approximately 240 minutes per day.  We would like you 
to estimate your time spent on various classroom practices based on the 
number of minutes per week you spend on the listed activities. 
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Section 4: Classroom Practices    (For Primary Teachers) 
 
We are interested in your perspectives of classroom practices. 
 
Please estimate the number of minutes spent EXPLICITLY FOCUSING ON the following activities during 
a typical one week time period in Term 3. This assumes there are about 1200 minutes of classroom time 
available  per  week  (or  roughly  240  minutes  per  day).      If  the  item  does  not  apply,  please  note“0”  minutes. 
 
For PRIMARY TEACHERS Number of Minutes 
4.1a) Teacher-directed instruction in basic skills of initial literacy (e.g., alphabet, 
vocabulary, phonics, writing skills) #  Minutes 
4.2a) Teacher-directed instruction in the basic skills of numeracy (e.g., number, count, basic 
functions)  #  Minutes 
4.3a) Lessons where students are completing worksheets with short answers, fill-in-the-
blanks, or multiple choice formats  #  Minutes 
4.4a) Preparing students for standardised testing formats and test taking skills #  Minutes 
4.5a) Teaching a structured, step-by-step curriculum package according to teacher 
guidebook (e.g., Jolly Phonics, Go-Maths, Multilit, DISTAR) #  Minutes 
4.6a) Lessons  and  activities  which  feature  ‘hands  on’  experience  and  ‘learning  by  doing’  
(e.g., building and making things, art work, physical activities)  #  Minutes 
4.7a) Play-based activities to generate high levels of student involvement and participation 
(e.g., developmental drama, group games, creative writing, and acting)  #  Minutes 
4.8a) Administering individual and/or small group developmental diagnostic assessment 
tasks (e.g., individual language development tasks, individual reading aloud)  #  Minutes 
4.9a) Lessons and activities on local Indigenous content in the curriculum (e.g., local 
history, cultural practices, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander terms and locations)  #  Minutes 
4.10a) Lessons or activities that involve study of local languages, Aboriginal English, and/or 
Kriol #  Minutes 
4.11a) Lessons and activities where students work on real world knowledge (e.g., how to deal 
with institutions, how to access services, using media) #  Minutes 
4.12a) Individualised instruction following an Individual Educational Program   # Minutes 
4.13a) Independent small group work on assigned tasks  #  Minutes 
4.14a) Lessons and activities on content that are negotiated with students on the basis of 
interest  #  Minutes 
4.15a) Lessons that focus on traditional Australian/English literary content  
(e.g., Mem Fox, Roald Dahl, E.B White)  #  Minutes 
4.16a) Lessons that focus on key facts and concepts for KLA scientific content and 
knowledge #  Minutes 
4.17a) Lessons that focus on key facts and concepts of KLA Australian and World history  #  Minutes 
4.18a) Lessons that focus on knowledge of traditional academic value (e.g., essays, laboratory 
reports, sonnets) #  Minutes 
4.19a) Lessons and activities that involve the study and use of Indigenous literature (e.g., 
Sally Morgan, Dianne Lucas, Eva & Pat Pootchemunka)  #  Minutes 
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4.20a) Lessons and activities where issues of Indigenous identity are explored and discussed #  Minutes 
4.21a) Administering tests/quizzes to assess student learning (non-standardised or 
standardised, e.g., spelling, reading tests) #  Minutes 
4.22a) Providing written feedback on student work #  Minutes 
4.23a) Discussing assessment criteria and standards with students on assignments #  Minutes 
4.24a) Having  students  evaluate  their  own  or  their  classmates’  work #  Minutes 
4.25a) Reviewing  students’  homework  they  have  prepared  in  class  or  at  home #  Minutes 
4.26a) Providing summaries of the previous lessons during class #  Minutes 
4.27a) Time spent explicitly managing classroom behaviour  #  Minutes 
4.28a) Time spent talking about classroom rules #  Minutes 
4.29a) Time spent on classroom administrative duties related to students (e.g., roll-taking, 
etc.) #  Minutes 
4.30a) Meeting with other teachers to compare or moderate individual student progress  #  Minutes 
4.31a) Providing students verbal or written feedback on their progress #  Minutes 
4.32a) Lessons that focus on the critical analysis of underlying messages in texts #  Minutes 
4.33a) Lessons that teach students how texts position them as members of society  #  Minutes 
4.34a) Lessons that ask students to consider critical perspectives on an issue #  Minutes 
4.35a) Lessons that engage students in a critical discussion of television, movies, web 
pages, music, art, and other means of expression #  Minutes 
 
4.36a) As a Primary Teacher, please comment on Classroom Practices in your school and classroom:  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
4.37a) Please list professional development activities, programs, and events that have had an influence on your 
classroom practices: 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
4.38b)  What has been the most important influence in shaping your approach to teaching Indigenous students? 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
  
  Teacher Survey 
  27 
Section 4: Classroom Practices   (For Secondary Teachers) 
 
We are interested in your perspectives of classroom practices. 
Please estimate the number of minutes spent EXPLICITLY FOCUSING ON the following activities during 
a typical one week time period in Term 3. This assumes there are about 1200 minutes of classroom time 
available per week (or roughly 240 minutes per day). If the item does not apply,  please  note  “0”  minutes.  If the 
item  does  not  apply,  please  note“0”  minutes. 
 
For SECONDARY TEACHERS: 
 
Number of 
Minutes 
Please specify your Main Subject and Report for it: 
Subject:__________________________________________________________     
Total amount of time you teach this subject per week:_____________________ 
 
4.1b)  Teacher-directed instruction in basic literacy skills (e.g., decoding, reading comprehension, 
genre instruction) #  Minutes 
4.2b)  Teacher-directed instruction in the basic numeracy (e.g., number, count, basic functions) #  Minutes 
4.3b)  Lessons where students are completing worksheets with short answers, fill-in the-blanks, or 
multiple choice formats  #  Minutes 
4.4b)  Preparing students for standardised testing formats and test taking skills   #  Minutes 
4.5b)  Teaching a structured, step-by-step curriculum package according to teacher guidebook 
(e.g., Go-Maths, SRA) #  Minutes 
4.6b)    Lessons  and  activities  which  feature  ‘hands  on’  experience  and  ‘learning  by  doing’  (e.g.,  
building and making things, art work, physical activities) #  Minutes 
4.7b)  Project-based activities to generate high levels of student involvement and participation  #  Minutes 
4.8b)  Administering individual and/or small group developmental diagnostic assessment tasks 
(e.g., individual development tasks, individual reading, assisted writing) #  Minutes 
4.9b)  Lessons and activities on local Indigenous content in the curriculum (e.g., local history, 
cultural practices, Aboriginal and Torres Islander Strait terms and locations) #  Minutes 
4.10b)  Lessons or activities that involve study of local languages, Aboriginal English, and/or Kriol  #  Minutes 
4.11b)  Lessons and activities where students work on real world knowledge (how to deal with 
institutions, how to access services, using media)  #  Minutes 
4.12b)  Individualised instruction following an Individual Educational Program  # Minutes 
4.13b)  Independent small group work on assigned tasks  #  Minutes 
4.14b)  Lessons and activities on content that are negotiated with students on the basis of interest #  Minutes 
4.15b)  Lessons that focus on traditional Australian/English literary content (e.g., Marsden, 
Shakespeare, Orwell) #  Minutes 
4.16b)  Lessons that focus on key facts and concepts for KLA scientific content and knowledge #  Minutes 
4.17b)  Lessons that focus on key facts and concepts of KLA Australian and World History #  Minutes 
4.18b)  Lessons that focus on knowledge of traditional academic value (e.g., essays, laboratory 
reports, sonnets)     #  Minutes 
4.19b)  Lessons and activities that involve the study and use of Indigenous  literature  (e.g., #  Minutes 
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Morgan, Ward, Davis, Mudrooroo) 
4.20b)  Lessons and activities where issues of Indigenous identity are explored and discussed #  Minutes 
4.21b)  Administering  tests/quizzes to assess student learning (non-standardised or standardised, 
e.g., spelling, reading tests) #  Minutes 
4.22b)  Providing written feedback on student work #  Minutes 
4.23b)  Discussing assessment criteria and standards with students on assignments #  Minutes 
4.24b)    Having  students  evaluate  their  own  or  their  classmates’  work #  Minutes 
4.25b)    Reviewing  students’  homework  they  have  prepared  in  class  or  at  home #  Minutes 
4.26b)  Providing summaries of the previous lessons during class #  Minutes 
4.27b)  Time spent explicitly managing classroom behaviour #  Minutes 
4.28b)  Time spent talking about classroom rules #  Minutes 
4.29b)  Time spent on classroom administrative duties related to students (e.g., roll-taking, etc.) #  Minutes 
4.30b)  Meeting with other teachers to compare or moderate individual student progress #  Minutes 
4.31b)  Providing students verbal or written feedback on their progress #  Minutes 
4.32b)  Lessons that focus on the critical analysis of underlying messages in texts #  Minutes 
4.33b)  Lessons that teach students how texts position them as members of society #  Minutes 
4.34b)  Lessons that ask students to consider critical perspectives on an issue #  Minutes 
4.35b)  Lessons that engage students in a critical discussion of television, movies, web pages, 
music, art, and other means of expression  #  Minutes 
4.36b)  Lessons and activities that are part of vocational education training modules #  Minutes 
4.37b)  Preparing students for work-based on-site job activities #  Minutes 
4.38b)  Preparing students for community-based service or volunteer activities #  Minutes 
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4.39b) As a Secondary Teacher, please comment on Classroom Practices in your school and classroom:  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
4.40b) Please list professional development activities, programs, and events that have had an influence on your 
classroom practices:  _________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
4.41b)  What has been the most important influence in shaping your approach to teaching Indigenous students? 
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
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Section 5: Cultural Knowledge and Engagement 
We are interested in your experiences related to Indigenous Cultural Knowledge and Engagement 
Please indicate the frequency with which you have participated in the following activities in the last 6 months. 
 
 
 
Please indicate on the scale below to what degree the statements reflect your participation in or knowledge of 
the following activities   (1  =    “not  much”      to      9    =  ”a  lot”) 
 
5.15)  Please name the Indigenous custodians of the land in the community where you teach. 
 
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
5.16)  Please name the language(s) spoken by Indigenous peoples in the community where you teach. 
 
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
5.17)  Please comment on what you think a new teacher in this school needs to know in order to teach 
Indigenous students?  _________________________________________________________________________________________  
 # of Times in the Last 6 
Months 
  
5.1)  I have had a conversation with Indigenous community members outside of school in 
the community where I teach. 
# 
5.2)  I have been invited to Indigenous family or Indigenous community gatherings in the 
community where I teach. 
# 
5.3)  I have participated in Indigenous community events in the community where I teach 
(e.g., festivals, celebrations, gatherings). 
# 
5.4)  I have met with the parent or caregiver of an Indigenous student I teach. # 
5.5)  I have visited the home of an Indigenous student I teach.  # 
5.6)  I have had a conversation with the parent or caregiver of an Indigenous student I teach 
about something other than student achievement or behaviour. 
# 
5.7)  I have visited an Indigenous organisation in the community where I teach (e.g., youth 
organisation, health or housing organisation, political organisation, community 
centre).  
# 
5.8)  I have shared a meal or refreshments with Indigenous people in a social environment. # 
 Your Current Situation 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
5.9)  I have read, watched, or listened to local or national Indigenous media (e.g., 
radio, television, newspapers, magazines, websites).  
         
5.10)  I have read research on supporting Indigenous student learning  (e.g., journal 
articles, conference papers, policy reports). 
         
5.11)  I have participated in professional development activities focused on 
supporting Indigenous student learning.  
         
5.12)  I am familiar with the Indigenous  histories of the community where I teach.          
5.13)  I am familiar with the Indigenous geographies and place names of the 
community where I teach. 
         
5.14)  My pre-service teacher education program prepared me to support 
Indigenous student learning. 
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Section 6: Networks 
In response to the question below please write the role of the person(s) (e.g., classroom teacher, local 
community member, principal, deputy principal, school staff member, health care worker, Indigenous education 
advisor etc.) and where that person is located (e.g., Clearwater SHS, Saratoga Primary School, Wilbraham 
Regional Office, Summerville Local Community, Regional Partner Research Team). 
 
6.1) Who do you talk to or consult with, in relation to improving Indigenous student educational outcomes?  
 If you do not communicate with others on this topic then leave blank. 
Person 
number 
Role of this person 
Name of 
organisation 
What do you talk 
about? 
In the last 
month, how 
often have 
you talked to 
this person? 
In the last 3 
months, how 
often have you 
talked to this 
person? 
1 e.g., Classroom Teacher  e.g., Clearwater 
SHS 
e.g., Standards, 
Community 
Relations, etc) 
3 5 
2  
 
    
3  
 
    
4  
 
    
5  
 
    
6  
 
    
7  
 
    
8  
 
    
9  
 
    
10  
 
    
 
6.2) Please comment on any other important relationships you have related to improving Indigenous student 
educational outcomes: 
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________   
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Section 7a: Indigenous Student Learning 
Please provide further comments on the following:  
7.1a)  In your experience, what are the most important influences on Indigenous student learning? 
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 
7.2a)  In your experience, what are the problems that Indigenous students face at your school? 
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 
7.3a)  In your experience, what are the most effective solutions to the problems Indigenous students face 
at your school? 
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 
7.4a)    In  your  experience,  what  is  Indigenous  student  “success?” 
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 
7.5a)  In your opinion, what are the goals of the schooling of Indigenous students? 
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
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Section 7b.  Expectations for Student Outcomes 
We are interested in your expectations for Indigenous students in your school and classroom. 
Given the constrains and resources in your school and classroom, please Rank in order the following from 1 to 4 
by level of priority with 1  =    Top  Priority”      and  4    =  ”Lowest  Priority” 
 
(7.1b) Attendance  
(7.2b) NAPLAN Achievement Scores  
(7.3b) Behaviour  
(7.4b) Continuing Education  
7.5b)  Please comment about expectations for students in your school and classroom:  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
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Section 8:  High Expectations  
We are interested in your views of high expectations in your school and classroom.  
High Expectations is the capacity of Indigenous students to perform at the same or better level 
than their peers.  
Please indicate on the scale below to what degree the statements reflect the situation in your school or 
classroom. 
 (1  =    “not  much”      to        9    =  ”a  lot”)          If you do not know, please mark that column. 
8.9) Please comment on High Expectations in your school and classroom:  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
  
 I 
Don’t  
Know 
Your Current Situation 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
8.1)  Indigenous students are challenged to achieve their potential.           
8.2) High expectations for Indigenous student achievement are promoted 
in school policies. 
          
8.3)  High expectations for Indigenous student learning are promoted in 
staff meetings. 
          
8.4)  Staff are mentored in the importance of setting high expectations for 
Indigenous students. 
          
8.5) The school staff takes collective responsibility for unlocking 
potential in Indigenous students. 
          
8.6)  High expectations for Indigenous student learning are embedded in 
my classroom context. 
          
8.7)  Parents of Indigenous students are consulted about high expectations 
for their children. 
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Section 9.  Indigenous School Ethos 
We are interested in your views on Indigenous School Ethos.   
Please indicate on the scale below to what degree the statements reflect the situation in your school. 
(1  =    “not  much”      to      9    =  ”a  lot”)          If you do not know, please mark that column. 
 I 
Don’t  
Know 
Your Current Situation 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
9.1) Our curriculum is modified to embed Indigenous perspectives            
9.2) Our schools adopts pedagogies that are sensitive to Indigenous 
students’  ways  of  knowing. 
          
9.3) Our school promotes communication between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous students.  
          
9.4) Indigenous signs and symbols (e.g., art work, student murals) are 
displayed in our classrooms. 
          
9.5) Our classes actively participate in Indigenous events.           
9.6) Indigenous people participate in and/or advise on class events.           
9.7) Indigenous students feel as though they belong in our classes.           
9.8)  The use of Indigenous languages is encouraged in our classrooms.            
9.9)  Please comment on Indigenous identity in your school:     
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
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Section 10.  Indigenous Leadership 
We are interested in your views of Indigenous leadership at your school.  
Please indicate on the scale below to what degree the statements reflect the situation in your school. 
 (1  =    “not  much”      to      9    =  ”a  lot”)          If you do not know, please mark that column. 
10.10)   Please comment on Indigenous leadership at your school 
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
Section 11:  Community Engagement 
We are interested in your views of community engagement at your school and in your classroom.    
Please indicate on the scale below to what degree the statements reflect the situation in your school or 
classroom. 
(1  =    “not  much”      to      9    =  ”a  lot”)          If you do not know, please mark that column 
 I 
Don’t  
Know 
Your Current Situation 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10.1) Indigenous and non-Indigenous staff plan curriculum together.           
10.2) Indigenous community members are involved in curriculum 
planning. 
          
10.3) Indigenous community members are professional development 
leaders for school staff. 
          
10.4) Indigenous staff hold formally recognised leadership positions in 
the school (e.g., deputy principal, head of department, head of curriculum, 
etc.). 
          
10.5) Indigenous staff hold informal leadership positions in the school 
(e.g., sports coordinator, before/after school coordinator responsible for 
Indigenous student initiatives, etc.). 
          
10.6) Indigenous staff hold committee positions in the school.           
10.7) Indigenous community members hold committee positions on 
governance boards (e.g., councils and leadership groups). 
          
10.8) Indigenous community members involved with the school mentor 
staff. 
          
10.9) Indigenous students hold formally recognised leadership positions 
in the school (e.g., class captain, house captain, or prefect). 
          
 I 
Don’t  
Know 
Your Current Situation 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
11.1) Indigenous community members participate in classroom 
teaching or student learning. 
          
11.2) There is a program to encourage Indigenous community 
members to become actively involved in the school. 
          
11.3) I involve Indigenous community members in my 
classroom. 
          
11.4) An outreach program is maintained to reach out to 
Indigenous parents/caregivers who do not visit the school. 
          
11.5) Indigenous community members meet regularly with 
school governance boards (e.g., councils and leadership 
groups, P&C/P&F committees). 
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11.10)  Does the school have a formal partnership agreement with the local Indigenous community it serves?   
 
Yes     No       Don’t  Know    
 
11.11).  Does the school have a specific staff member in charge of Indigenous education?    
 
Yes     No       Don’t  Know    
 
11.12)  If so, how was this person chosen?  ______________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
11.13)   Please comment on how your school promotes Indigenous community engagement:   __________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
Section 12: SSLC Hub & Affiliate School Links 
Please  comment  on  your  school’s  relationships  with  other  Stronger  Smarter  Learning  Communities  Schools:      
Please indicate on the scale below to what degree the statements reflect the situation in your school. 
(1  =    “not  much”      to    9    =  ”a  lot”) 
11.6) Indigenous community members are consulted on major 
decisions about the direction of the school. 
          
11.7) Indigenous community priorities are taken into account as 
part of the school planning process. 
          
11.8) Indigenous community members have a voice in the 
everyday running of the school. 
          
11.9) School staff have significant roles in meetings and events 
that involve the Indigenous community. 
          
12.1)   Is your school: 
                A Stronger Smarter Learning Communities Hub School?         Yes    No  
   Don’t  Know   
                A Stronger Smarter Learning Communities Affiliate School?  Yes    No  
   Don’t  Know   
                Involved in Stronger Smarter Learning Communities?              Yes   No  
   Don’t  Know    
 
 
     Your Current Situation 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
12.2)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities schools in our network share 
professional development activities. 
         
12.3)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to staff 
communicating regularly. 
         
12.4)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to staff 
exchanges taking place to share practices.  
         
12.5)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to different 
approaches to staffing and school organisation. 
         
12.6)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to improved 
student outcomes in my school. 
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12.13) Please comment on any other effects or influences from these Affiliate and/ or Hub school 
relationships: 
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
 
Thank-you for your participation! 
 
 
12.7)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to enhanced 
curriculum in my school. 
         
12.8)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to improved 
pedagogy in my school. 
         
12.9)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to more 
effective leadership. 
         
12.10)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to a more 
positive approach to Indigenous identity. 
         
12.11)  The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities relationship leads to greater 
capacity  to  promote  Indigenous  students’  learning. 
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Appendix 3 Leader Survey Descriptives and  
SSLC/non-SSLC comparisons 2010-2011 
3.1 School Climate 
The construct School Climate (previously termed Indigenous School Ethos) attempts to map 
school climate and the degree to which is it is supportive of Indigenous ideas, knowledges 
and ways of understanding. This construct was mapped on a 9 point Likert scale (1=  “not  
much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”)  by the following 5 items: 
 Teachers adopt pedagogies that are sensitive to Indigenous students ways of knowing; 
 Teachers promote communication between Indigenous and non-Indigenous students; 
 Indigenous signs and symbols (e.g., art work, student murals etc.) are displayed in the 
classrooms and/or school; 
 The school as a community actively participates in Indigenous events; and 
 Indigenous students feel as though they belong in the school. 
3.1.1 Hub, Affiliate, non-SSLC 
The descriptive statistics for Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC principals are shown separately for 
2010 and 2011 in Table 3.1. With the exception of Affiliates, it appears that principals 
reported a higher level of awareness of school climate in 2011 compared to 2010. Nearly a 
third (29%) of the SSLC principals from the 2011 sample had just joined SSLC that year, so 
the increase in school climate scores was not necessarily due to the length of time in SSLC. 
Given the prominence of the Stronger Smarter messages in the media, it is possible that non-
SSLC schools are experiencing a bleed-out effect, that is, that the principals of these schools 
have absorbed the Stronger Smarter messages of their own accord and in their own ways. In 
addition, participants who recently completed SSLP (25% of the principals from the 2011 
sample who had completed SSLP had done so in 2010 or 2011) may have been particularly 
enthusiastic about implementing changes to promote a positive school climate. 
Table 3.1 School Climate Descriptives by SSLC Status, 2010 and 2011. 
Year Type n M SD SE 
2010 Hub 22 6.4045 1.64275 .35024 
Affiliate 34 6.5204 1.23505 .21181 
Non-SSLC 33 5.9081 1.72114 .29961 
Total 89 6.2647 1.53982 .16322 
2011 Hub 41 7.3548 1.35943 .21231 
Affiliate 43 6.4765 1.64133 .25030 
Non-SSLC 40 6.4833 1.90180 .30070 
Total 124 6.7691 1.68480 .15130 
 
Table 3.2 shows the results of an analysis of variance for comparisons between Hub, Affiliate 
and non-SSLC School Climate scores for 2010 and 2011. There was no statistical difference 
between Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC principals in 2010. However, in 2011 there was a 
significant difference between groups’ effect, F (2, 123) = 3.875, p = .023. A Games Howell 
test was used for post hoc comparisons, which revealed a significant difference between Hub 
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and non-SSLC principals, p = .053, and Hub and Affiliate principals, p= .024. Effect sizes 
were  medium,  as  Cohen’s  d = 0.58 for the mean difference between Hubs and Affiliates, and 
d = 0.53 for the difference between Hubs and non-SSLC principals. 
Table 3.2 Analysis of Variance for School Climate, 2010 and 2011 
Year  Sum of Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
2010 Between Groups 6.849 2 3.425 1.459 .238 
Within Groups 201.802 86 2.347   
Total 208.651 88    
2011 Between Groups 21.016 2 10.508 3.875 .023 
Within Groups 328.125 121 2.712   
Total 349.140 123    
 
Means and standard deviations by SSLC status in 2011 are shown graphically in Figure 3.1.  
 
Figure 3.1  Hub, Affiliate, non-SSLC and Total Means and Standard Deviations for School Climate, 
2011. 
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3.2 Indigenous Leadership 
Indigenous leadership as a construct refers to the recognition and influence of Indigenous 
community members, staff and students in leadership roles within the school. The leadership 
items demonstrate an attempt to gauge the status of Indigenous leaders within the school in 
terms of formal and informal leadership positions. In addition, other items document whether 
Indigenous expertise is incorporated into school practices such as curriculum selection and 
development, and staff professional development. This construct was mapped by 6 items in 
the leader survey. The construct was found to split into two factors in the leaders survey, 
which were named Indigenous Leadership: Teaching and Indigenous Leadership: Roles. 
These constructs were mapped onto a 9 point Likert scale (1=  “not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”): 
The factor Indigenous Leadership: Teaching was mapped by the following items: 
 Indigenous and non-Indigenous staff plan curriculum together; 
 Indigenous community members are involved in curriculum planning; and 
 Indigenous community members are professional development leaders for school 
staff. 
The factor Indigenous Leadership: Roles was mapped by the following items: 
 Indigenous staff hold formally recognised leadership positions in the school (e.g., 
deputy principal, head of department, head of curriculum, etc.); 
 Indigenous staff hold informal leadership positions in the school (e.g., sports 
coordinator, before/ after school coordinator, responsible for Indigenous student 
initiatives, etc.); and 
 Indigenous community members involved with the school mentor staff. 
 
3.2.1 Hub, Affiliate, non-SSLC 
The descriptive statistics for Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC principals are shown separately for 
2010 and 2011 in Table 3.3. Hub principals seemed to indicate higher levels of the 
Indigenous leadership construct from 2010 to 2011 compared to Affiliate and non-SSLC 
principals, who maintained or showed a slight decline in leadership scores. Scores for 
Indigenous leadership are less than 5.0 across all groups in both years, suggesting fairly low 
levels of the construct across the groups. 
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Table 3.3 Indigenous Leadership by SSLC Status, 2010 and 2011 
Year Construct Type n M SD SE 
2010 Indigenous Leadership: 
Teaching 
Hub 22 4.2008 1.65632 .35313 
 Affiliate 33 3.9513 1.68495 .29331 
 Non-SSLC 32 3.2069 1.84302 .32580 
 Total 87 3.7406 1.76858 .18961 
 Indigenous Leadership: 
Roles 
Hub 22 4.2462 1.77675 .37880 
 Affiliate 33 3.6307 1.70967 .29761 
 Non-SSLC 32 2.9835 2.09589 .37050 
 Total 87 3.5483 1.92037 .20589 
2011 Indigenous Leadership: 
Teaching 
Hub 41 4.8016 1.86776 .29170 
 Affiliate 43 3.4999 1.68233 .25655 
 Non-SSLC 39 3.3045 2.09071 .33478 
 Total 123 3.8718 1.98036 .17856 
 Indigenous Leadership: 
Roles 
Hub 41 4.9372 1.98662 .31026 
 Affiliate 43 3.3805 1.77972 .27140 
 Non-SSLC 39 3.1733 2.15127 .34448 
 Total 123 3.8337 2.10877 .19014 
 
Table 3.4 shows the analysis of variance for comparisons between Hub, Affiliate and non-
SSLC Indigenous Leadership scores for 2010 and 2011.  
In the 2011 sample, there was a significant difference for SSLC status on both Indigenous 
leadership: teaching (F (2, 122) = 7.625, p = .001) and Indigenous leadership: roles (F (2, 
122) = 9.739, p = .000). Post hoc Scheffe tests revealed that Hub principals were significantly 
different from both Affiliate (p teaching = .008; p roles = .002) and non-SSLC (p teaching = .002; p 
roles = .001) principals. Furthermore, effect sizes were medium to large. For Indigenous 
Leadership: Teaching,  Cohen’s  d was 0.73 for the difference between Hub and Affiliate 
principals, and d = 0.75 for the difference between Hub and non-SSLC principals. Effect 
sizes were slightly larger for Indigenous leadership: Roles,  as  Cohen’s d was 0.82 for the 
difference between Hub and Affiliates, and d = 0.85 for the difference between Hub and non-
SSLC principals. 
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Table 3.4 Analysis of Variance for Indigenous Leadership, 2010 and 2011 
Year Construct  Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square F p 
2010 Indigenous 
Leadership: 
Teaching 
Between Groups 15.239 2 7.619 2.522 .086 
Within Groups 253.759 84 3.021   
Total 268.998 86    
Indigenous 
Leadership: Roles 
Between Groups 21.148 2 10.574 3.001 .055 
Within Groups 296.004 84 3.524   
Total 317.152 86    
2011 Indigenous 
Leadership: 
Teaching 
Between Groups 53.949 2 26.974 7.625 .001 
Within Groups 424.512 120 3.538   
Total 478.460 122    
Leadership Roles Between Groups 75.766 2 37.883 9.739 .000 
Within Groups 466.759 120 3.890   
Total 542.525 122    
 
Means and standard deviations by SSLC status in 2011 are shown graphically in Figure 3.2.  
 
Figure 3.2  Hub, Affiliate, non-SSLC and Total Means and Standard Deviations for Indigenous 
Leadership, 2011 
3.3 High Expectations 
High Expectations Leadership is based on the premise that the promotion of high 
expectations for Indigenous students is the responsibility of teachers and school leaders. In 
the Stronger Smarter approach, High Expectations for Indigenous students is a core strategy 
purported to have direct positive effects on teacher-student relationships and student 
outcomes. 
The High Expectations Leadership construct was mapped by 7 items. The construct was 
found to split into two uni-dimensional factors. One factor was primarily concerned with 
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extrinsic factors to promote High Expectation Leadership in the school, e.g., mentoring staff 
and promotion of discourses around high expectations and achievement for Indigenous 
students at staff meetings. The second factor was more closely aligned with how High 
Expectations Leadership was operationalised in school and classroom practice. Both factors 
were measured on a 9 point Likert  scale  (1  =  “not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”). 
The first factor was named High Expectations: Promotion and was mapped by the following 
items: 
 High expectations for Indigenous student learning are promoted in school policies; 
 High expectations for Indigenous student learning are promoted in staff meetings; and 
 Staff are mentored in the importance of high expectations for Indigenous students. 
The second factor was named The High Expectations: Enactment and was mapped by the 
following items: 
 Indigenous students are challenged on achieving their potential; 
 The staff of this school takes collective responsibility for unlocking the potential in 
Indigenous students; 
 High expectations for Indigenous student learning are embedded in classroom 
context; and 
 Parents of Indigenous students are consulted about high expectations for their 
children. 
 
3.3.1 Hub, Affiliate, non-SSLC 
The descriptive statistics for Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC principals are shown separately for 
2010 and 2011 in Table 3.5. With the exception of Affiliates with respect to High 
Expectations: Promotion, all principal groups seemed to demonstrate higher levels of the high 
expectations constructs from the 2010 to the 2011 cohorts. Scores for the high expectations 
constructs range from around 6.0 to 8.0 across all groups in both years, suggesting fairly high 
levels of the construct across the groups. 
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Table 3.5  High Expectations by SSLC Status, 2010 and 2011 
Year Construct Type n M SD SE 
2010 High Expectations: 
Promotion 
Hub 22 6.2985 1.78998 .38163 
Affiliate 34 7.0299 1.27219 .21818 
Non-SSLC 30 6.2004 2.13892 .39051 
Total 86 6.5534 1.76986 .19085 
High Expectations: 
Enactment 
Hub 22 6.1482 1.66459 .35489 
Affiliate 34 6.6490 1.31440 .22542 
Non-SSLC 30 5.9667 2.15377 .39322 
Total 86 6.2829 1.74113 .18775 
2011 High Expectations: 
Promotion 
Hub 41 7.6321 1.22471 .19127 
Affiliate 43 7.1375 1.58327 .24145 
Non-SSLC 39 7.2460 1.72188 .27572 
Total 123 7.3367 1.52453 .13746 
High Expectations: 
Enactment 
Hub 41 7.3068 1.37339 .21449 
Affiliate 43 6.9283 1.66259 .25354 
Non-SSLC 39 7.0216 1.66485 .26659 
Total 123 7.0840 1.56839 .14142 
 
Table 3.6 shows the analysis of variance for comparisons between Hub, Affiliate and non-
SSLC high expectation scores for 2010 and 2011. There was no difference between Hub, 
Affiliate and non-SSLC principals in 2010 or 2011 for either High Expectations: Promotion 
or High Expectations: Enactment (Refer Table 3.6). 
 
Table 3.6  Analysis of Variance for High Expectations, 2010 and 2011 
Year Construct  Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p 
2010 High 
Expectations: 
Promotion 
Between Groups 12.885 2 6.443 2.111 .128 
Within Groups 253.369 83 3.053   
Total 266.255 85    
High 
Expectations: 
Enactment 
Between Groups 7.956 2 3.978 1.322 .272 
Within Groups 249.724 83 3.009   
Total 257.680 85    
2011 High 
Expectations: 
Promotion 
Between Groups 5.604 2 2.802 1.210 .302 
Within Groups 277.945 120 2.316   
Total 283.550 122    
High 
Expectations: 
Enactment 
Between Groups 3.231 2 1.615 .653 .522 
Within Groups 296.870 120 2.474   
Total 300.101 122    
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3.4 School Staffing and Modelling 
The construct Innovative School Staffing attempts to map the recruitment of Indigenous staff 
in various roles and the degree of staff Innovation to enable success amongst Indigenous 
students. This construct was separated into two factors and mapped onto a 9 point Likert 
scale (1=  “not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”). 
The first factor was named Innovative School Staffing: Recruitment and was mapped by the 
following items: 
 Indigenous teachers are actively sought after by the school;  
 The school recruits Indigenous staff in professional support roles (e.g., teacher aide/ 
community education counsellor); 
 The school recruits Indigenous staff in support roles (e.g., cleaner, groundskeeper, 
gardener, or bus driver); 
 The school recruits administrative personnel in management positions with 
Indigenous experience or expertise (e.g., Heads of Department, Heads of Curriculum 
and Deputies); and 
 The school seeks advice from the Indigenous Community on staffing. 
The second factor was named Innovative School Staffing: Capacity and Capacity Building 
and was mapped by the following items: 
 The specialist teachers have experience or expertise with Indigenous students (e.g., 
speech pathologists, ESL, or special education); 
 The school has an induction process for teachers on Indigenous issues that 
incorporates community involvement; and 
 There is sufficient budgetary capacity to support flexible approaches to staffing. 
The construct Innovative School Modelling attempts to map innovations in school models 
intended to support the success of Indigenous students. This construct was mapped onto a 9 
point Likert scale  (1=  “not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”).  The  construct  was  mapped  by  the  following  
items:  
 Flexible timetabling allows the school to accommodate community and students’ 
needs (e.g., Indigenous community events, student mobility, family circumstances); 
 The school has a dedicated space or centre for Indigenous students and/ or community 
members; and 
 The school has policies and procedures in place to monitor and respond to student 
mobility between schools. 
3.4.1 Hub, Affiliate, non-SSLC 
The descriptive statistics for Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC principals are shown separately for 
2010 and 2011 in Table 3.7. SSLC principals indicated higher levels of the School Staffing 
and Modelling constructs than non-SSLC principals within the 2010 and 2011 cohorts. 
Scores for the school staffing and modelling constructs range from around 3.0 to 6.0 across 
all groups in both years, suggesting low to medium levels of the constructs across the groups. 
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Table 3.7  School Staffing and Modelling by SSLC Status, 2010 and 2011 
Year Construct Type N M SD SE 
2010 Innovative School 
Staffing: 
Recruitment 
Hub 22 5.3648 2.44429 .52112 
Affiliate 31 4.9981 2.39901 .43088 
Non-SSLC 29 3.4902 2.60999 .48466 
Total 82 4.5632 2.58736 .28573 
Innovative School 
Staffing: Capacity 
and Capacity 
Building 
Hub 22 4.4610 1.84565 .39349 
Affiliate 31 4.1727 2.01862 .36256 
Non-SSLC 29 3.2273 2.03438 .37778 
Total 82 3.9157 2.02453 .22357 
School Modelling Hub 20 4.6930 1.88714 .42198 
Affiliate 30 5.1296 2.16068 .39449 
Non-SSLC 29 3.1839 2.24650 .41716 
Total 79 4.3048 2.27646 .25612 
2011 Innovative School 
Staffing: 
Recruitment 
Hub 32 6.4067 2.17794 .38501 
Affiliate 37 5.8794 2.46455 .40517 
Non-SSLC 35 4.4350 2.58467 .43689 
Total 104 5.5556 2.53874 .24894 
Innovative School 
Staffing: Capacity 
and Capacity 
Building 
Hub 32 5.6819 1.68549 .29796 
Affiliate 37 4.9374 1.98650 .32658 
Non-SSLC 35 3.7946 2.15247 .36383 
Total 104 4.7819 2.08692 .20464 
School Modelling Hub 41 5.8518 1.55078 .24219 
Affiliate 43 4.7684 2.03995 .31109 
Non-SSLC 40 4.3991 2.39836 .37921 
Total 124 5.0075 2.09878 .18848 
 
Table 3.8 shows the analysis of variance for comparisons between Hub, Affiliate and non-
SSLC school staffing and modelling scores for 2010 and 2011. 
There was a significant difference between Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC principals in 2010 
for Innovative School Staffing: Recruitment (F (2, 81) = 4.314, p = .017) and school 
modelling (F (2, 78) = 29.928, p = .002). Post hoc Scheffe tests revealed a significant 
difference between Hub and non-SSLC principals on staff recruitment (p = .025), and 
Affiliate and non-SSLC principals on school modelling (p = .003). There was a moderate to 
large difference between Hub principals and non-SSLC principals on Innovative School 
Staffing: Recruitment (d = 0.74), and a large difference between Affiliate and non-SSLC 
principals on school modelling ( d = 0.88).  
SSLC status had a significant impact on all three school staffing and modelling variables in 
2011. Innovative School Staffing: Recruitment (F (2, 103) = 6.049, p = .003), Innovative 
School Staffing: Capacity and Capacity Building (F (2, 103) = 7.938, p = .001), and 
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modelling (F (2, 123) = 5.679, p = .004). Post hoc Scheffe tests indicated significant 
differences between Hub and non-SSLC principals (p= .003), and Affiliate and non-SSLC 
principals (p= .034) on Innovative School Staffing: Recruitment. For Innovative School 
Staffing: Capacity and Capacity Building, there was a significant difference between Hub and 
non-SSLC principals only (p = .001). Lastly, there were significant differences between the 
means of Hub and non-SSLC (p = .005), as well as Hub and Affiliate principals (p = .020) on 
school modelling. There were medium to large effect sizes between Hub and non-SSLC 
principals for all school staffing and modelling factors (d innovative staffing: recruitment  = 0.82; d 
innovative staffing: capacity and capacity building = 0.74; d school modelling = 0.72), as well as for Affiliate and 
non-SSLC principals with respect to Innovative Staffing: Recruitment (d = .0.57), and Hub 
and Affiliate principals with respect to school modelling (d = 0.60).   
Table 3.8  Analysis of Variance for School Staffing and Modelling, 2010 and 2011 
Year Construct  Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p 
2010 Innovative 
Staffing:  
Recruitment 
Between Groups 53.388 2 26.694 4.314 .017 
Within Groups 488.861 79 6.188   
Total 542.249 81    
Innovative 
Staffing: 
Capacity and 
Capacity 
Building  
Between Groups 22.331 2 11.166 2.848 .064 
Within Groups 309.664 79 3.920   
Total 331.995 81    
School 
Modelling 
Between Groups 59.856 2 29.928 6.605 .002 
Within Groups 344.362 76 4.531   
Total 404.218 78    
2011 Innovative 
Staffing:  
Recruitment 
Between Groups 71.009 2 35.504 6.049 .003 
Within Groups 592.847 101 5.870   
Total 663.856 103    
Innovative 
Staffing: 
Capacity and 
Capacity 
Building  
Between Groups 60.932 2 30.466 7.938 .001 
Within Groups 387.657 101 3.838   
Total 448.589 103    
School 
Modelling 
Between Groups 46.489 2 23.245 5.679 .004 
Within Groups 495.308 121 4.093   
Total 541.798 123    
 
Means and standard deviations by SSLC status across the two years are shown graphically in 
Figure 3.3 for statistically significant findings. It can be seen that the scores are highest 
amongst SSLC groups. 
Figure 3.3 shows Hub, Affiliate, non-SSLC and Total means and standard deviations for 
Innovative School Staffing: Recruitment, Innovative School Staffing: Capacity and Capacity 
Building and School Modelling by Year. 
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Figure 3.3  Means and Standard Deviations for Innovative School Staffing: Recruitment; Innovative 
School Staffing: Capacity and Capacity Building; and School Modelling, 2010-2011 
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3.5 Pedagogy  
The pedagogy items were generated as an overall description of approach to classroom 
teaching/learning by the research team in consultation with SSLC and SSLP staff, teachers 
and curriculum experts with experience in Indigenous education. In focus group pilot studies, 
experienced school leaders commented on the difficulty of technically differentiating 
pedagogy  from  curriculum.  While  they  are  theoretically  distinct  elements  of  the  “message  
system”  (Bernstein,  1990)  of  curriculum,  instruction  and  assessment  – principals and school 
leaders typically combine them in composite descriptions of approaches to teaching and 
learning. This is referred to in the literature on curriculum theory as  the  “enacted  curriculum”  
(deCastell, Luke & Luke, 1989). School leaders were asked to provide an overall rating on 
“to  what  degree  the  statements  reflect  the  situation  in  your  school”.  These items were listed 
on a 9 point Likert scale (1  =  “not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”). A principal components analysis (see 
2011 Evaluation Report) was undertaken to define seven factors.  
 
The Conventional Pedagogy construct was mapped by the following items: 
 Indigenous students require strong lesson scaffolding and direct instruction; 
 Indigenous students require a pre-planned step-by-step approach to learning; 
 Practical, hands-on lessons (e.g., vocational and technical tasks) are the most effective 
strategies for engaging Indigenous students; 
 Effective teaching of Indigenous students requires a strong focus on classroom 
management and rules; 
 Indigenous students negotiate their movement and use of space in the classroom (e.g., 
learning stations, group work); and 
 A comprehensive, packaged approach to teaching and learning is used for Indigenous  
students (e.g., Jolly Phonics, Letter Land, Multi Lit, Go Maths). 
The Progressive Pedagogy construct was mapped by the following items: 
 Indigenous students are allowed to choose topics and curriculum content in their 
learning; 
 Indigenous students receive individually tailored instruction; 
 Indigenous students negotiate their learning tasks (e.g., topics, due dates, criteria); and 
 Indigenous  students  often  explore  issues  of  identity  and  their  ‘voice’. 
The Community Pedagogy construct was mapped by the following items: 
 There is provision in the curriculum for Indigenous students to learn from community 
Elders; 
 The approaches to teaching reflect Indigenous communication styles (e.g., family 
interaction patterns, ways of addressing Elders, behaviour management strategies); 
 The integration of community knowledges and issues into the classroom is prominent. 
 There is a strong emphasis on local Indigenous knowledges in the curriculum (e.g., 
local history, cultural practices, Aboriginal terms and locations); and 
 There is provision for specialised instruction in elements of Indigenous cultural, 
artistic and musical expression. 
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The School Subjects Pedagogy construct was mapped by the following items: 
 Indigenous students require a strong emphasis on the Key Learning Areas to achieve 
successful learning; 
 The core school curriculum strongly focuses on basic skills of literacy; 
 The core school curriculum strongly focuses on basic skills of numeracy; and 
 Exposure  to  mainstream  classics  of  children’s  literature  is  important  for  Indigenous  
students (e.g., Roald Dahl, C. S. Lewis, E. B. White). 
The Canonical/Discipline Pedagogy construct was mapped by the following items: 
 It is essential that Indigenous students engage with traditional Western literary and 
historical  knowledge  (e.g.,  literary  ‘classics’,  Greek  and  Roman  myths);; 
 It is essential that Indigenous students engage with high status Western mathematical 
and scientific knowledge (e.g., Physics, Chemistry, Advanced Mathematics); and 
 It is essential that Indigenous students master spoken and written Standard Australian 
English. 
The Language Pedagogy construct was mapped by the following items: 
 There is provision for teaching Indigenous languages; and 
 There is provision for Aboriginal English and Torres Strait Islander Kriol/ Creole to 
be spoken in classrooms. 
The Vocational Pedagogy construct was mapped by the following items: 
 There is a strong focus for Indigenous learners on real world knowledge (e.g., how to 
deal with institutions, how to access services, using media); 
 Involvement in workplace and community service is an important part of curriculum 
for Indigenous students at this school; and 
 Indigenous students are exposed to career education.  
3.5.1  Hub, Affiliate, non-SSLC 
The descriptive statistics for Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC principals are shown separately for 
2010 and 2011 in Table 3.9. With the exception of School Subjects and Canonical 
Pedagogies, the cohorts demonstrate an increase of approximately one level of the construct 
from 2010 to 2011. Scores for the pedagogy factors range from around 2.0 to 6.0 across all 
groups in both years, suggesting low to medium levels of the pedagogy factors. 
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Table 3.9  School Staffing and Modelling by SSLC Status, 2010 and 2011 
  2010 2011 
Construct School Type n M SD SE n M SD SE 
Conventional 
Pedagogy 
Hub 17 4.6373 1.57700 .38248 41 5.7732 1.38398 .21614 
Affiliate 29 5.6339 1.70718 .31701 41 5.5946 1.59252 .24871 
Non-SSLC 25 4.9333 2.03386 .40677 40 5.7084 1.74251 .27551 
Total 71 5.1486 1.82486 .21657 122 5.6919 1.56709 .14188 
Progressive 
Pedagogy 
Hub 17 3.8824 1.56654 .37994 41 4.4128 1.70187 .26579 
Affiliate 29 3.8966 1.65497 .30732 41 4.8415 1.88974 .29513 
Non-SSLC 25 3.4700 1.89616 .37923 40 4.3681 1.80366 .28518 
Total 71 3.7430 1.71181 .20315 122 4.5422 1.79794 .16278 
Community 
Pedagogy 
Hub 17 4.5882 1.56600 .37981 41 5.7635 1.81863 .28402 
Affiliate 29 4.9724 1.88507 .35005 41 5.4612 1.73188 .27047 
Non-SSLC 25 3.8480 2.02508 .40502 40 4.9154 2.10505 .33284 
Total 71 4.4845 1.90628 .22623 122 5.3838 1.90698 .17265 
School 
Subjects 
Pedagogy 
Hub 17 6.1471 1.19589 .29005 41 6.2809 1.37097 .21411 
Affiliate 29 6.8103 1.28114 .23790 43 6.2710 1.29636 .19769 
Non-SSLC 25 5.8700 2.26398 .45280 40 6.4845 1.26926 .20069 
Total 71 6.3204 1.70879 .20280 124 6.3431 1.30595 .11728 
Canonical 
Pedagogy 
Hub 17 5.4706 1.86361 .45199 39 5.4284 1.78573 .28595 
Affiliate 29 5.2069 1.57211 .29193 41 5.6665 1.49225 .23305 
Non-SSLC 25 4.5733 2.33436 .46687 40 5.5656 1.71840 .27170 
Total 71 5.0469 1.94552 .23089 120 5.5555 1.65653 .15122 
Language 
Pedagogy 
Hub 17 2.3235 2.46184 .59708 41 3.5610 2.70923 .42311 
Affiliate 29 2.7931 2.62718 .48786 42 3.5300 2.96742 .45788 
Non-SSLC 25 1.6529 1.06244 .21249 40 2.8515 2.43143 .38444 
Total 71 2.2792 2.18704 .25955 123 3.3197 2.71336 .24466 
Vocational 
Pedagogy 
Hub 17 5.4510 1.90737 .46261 40 5.8500 1.67935 .26553 
Affiliate 29 4.3201 2.22099 .41243 41 5.2839 2.21679 .34621 
Non-SSLC 25 3.0933 1.77305 .35461 40 4.4129 2.22167 .35128 
Total 71 4.1589 2.16893 .25740 121 5.1831 2.12326 .19302 
 
Table 3. 10 and Table 3.11 show the analysis of variance for comparisons between Hub, 
Affiliate and non-SSLC school pedagogy scores for 2010 and 2011. The only factor that 
showed a significant difference for SSLC status was vocational pedagogy (F 2010 (2, 70) = 
7.196, p = .001; F 2011 (2, 120) = 4.958, p = .022). In both cases, post hoc tests revealed a 
significant difference between Hub and non-SSLC principals only (p 2010 = .002, d = 1.28; p 
2011 = .009, d = 0.73). This represents a large and medium effect size respectively. 
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Table 3. 10 Analysis of Variance for Pedagogy, 2010 
ANOVA - 2010 
Construct  Sum of Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Conventional Pedagogy Between Groups 12.434 2 6.217 1.916 .155 
Within Groups 220.673 68 3.245   
Total 233.107 70    
Progressive Pedagogy Between Groups 2.877 2 1.439 .484 .619 
Within Groups 202.244 68 2.974   
Total 205.121 70    
Community Pedagogy Between Groups 17.215 2 8.607 2.468 .092 
Within Groups 237.158 68 3.488   
Total 254.373 70    
School Subjects Pedagogy Between Groups 12.544 2 6.272 2.223 .116 
Within Groups 191.854 68 2.821   
Total 204.398 70    
Canonical Pedagogy Between Groups 9.401 2 4.700 1.251 .293 
Within Groups 255.554 68 3.758   
Total 264.955 70    
Language Pedagogy Between Groups 17.500 2 8.750 1.875 .161 
Within Groups 317.320 68 4.666   
Total 334.820 70    
Vocational Pedagogy Between Groups 57.521 2 28.760 7.196 .001 
Within Groups 271.776 68 3.997   
Total 329.297 70    
 
  
Appendix 3 
54 
Table 3.11  Analysis of Variance for Pedagogy, 2011 
ANOVA - 2011 
Construct  Sum of Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Conventional Pedagogy Between Groups .670 2 .335 .134 .874 
Within Groups 296.478 119 2.491   
Total 297.148 121    
Progressive Pedagogy Between Groups 5.571 2 2.785 .860 .426 
Within Groups 385.574 119 3.240   
Total 391.144 121    
Community Pedagogy Between Groups 14.935 2 7.468 2.090 .128 
Within Groups 425.090 119 3.572   
Total 440.025 121    
School Subjects Pedagogy Between Groups 1.182 2 .591 .343 .710 
Within Groups 208.596 121 1.724   
Total 209.778 123    
Canonical Pedagogy Between Groups 1.139 2 .569 .205 .815 
Within Groups 325.410 117 2.781   
Total 326.549 119    
Language Pedagogy Between Groups 13.014 2 6.507 .882 .417 
Within Groups 885.190 120 7.377   
Total 898.204 122    
Vocational Pedagogy Between Groups 41.936 2 20.968 4.958 .009 
Within Groups 499.052 118 4.229   
Total 540.988 120    
 
Means and standard deviations by SSLC status across the two years are shown graphically in 
Figure 3.4. 
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Figure 3.4  Hub, Affiliate, non-SSLC and Total Means and Standard Deviations for Vocational 
Pedagogy, 2010-2011 
 
3.6 Community Engagement 
The construct Community Engagement attempts to gauge the degree to which school 
strategies reach into the community, as well as levels of involvement of community members 
in the school. It attempts to map uptake and self reported practices relating to the Stronger 
Smarter message around engagement with Indigenous communities. 
The Community Engagement construct was mapped by 7 items in the leader survey. The 
construct was found to split into two uni-dimensional factors. One factor was primarily 
concerned with the governance relationship between the school and the community: that is, 
the degree to which Indigenous community members were substantively involved in school 
decision-making and policy formation. The other was a more generic representation of 
community involvement in school and classroom matters. These constructs were labelled 
“Community  Engagement:  Governance” and  “School  Community: Engagement” 
respectively. 
These constructs were mapped onto a 9 point Likert scale (1=  “not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”),  each  
consisting of 3 items: 
The construct School Community: Governance was mapped by the following items: 
 Parents and/ or community members participate in classroom teaching or student 
learning; 
 There is a program to encourage parents and/ or community members to become 
actively involved in the school; 
 An outreach program is maintained to parents/ families who do not visit the school; 
 Indigenous community members are consulted on major decisions about the direction 
of the school; 
 Indigenous community priorities are taken into account as part of the school planning 
process; 
 Indigenous community members have a voice in the everyday running of the school; 
and 
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 School staff  have significant roles in meetings and events that involve the Indigenous 
community. 
The construct School Community: Engagement was mapped by the following items: 
 Parents and/ or community members participate in classroom teaching or student 
learning; 
 There is a program to encourage parents and/ or community members to become 
actively involved in the school; and 
 An outreach program is maintained to parents/ families who do not visit the school. 
 
3.6.1 Hub, Affiliate, non-SSLC 
The descriptive statistics for Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC principals are shown separately for 
2010 and 2011 in Table 3.12. SSLC principals indicated higher scores than non-SSLC 
principals in both years, and all principal groups seemed to demonstrate higher levels of the 
community constructs from the 2010 to the 2011 cohort. Scores for the community 
engagement constructs range from around 3.0 to 6.0 across all groups in both years, 
suggesting low to medium levels of the construct across the groups. 
 
Table 3.12 Community Engagement by SSLC Status, 2010 and 2011 
Year Construct Type n M SD SE 
2010 School Community: 
Engagement 
Hub 17 4.6122 1.71985 .41713 
Affiliate 27 4.0705 1.87854 .36152 
Non-SSLC 25 3.6149 1.76802 .35360 
Total 69 4.0389 1.81582 .21860 
School Community: 
Governance 
Hub 17 4.9445 1.97461 .47891 
Affiliate 27 4.3551 1.97910 .38088 
Non-SSLC 25 3.2641 2.25193 .45039 
Total 69 4.1050 2.16006 .26004 
2011 School Community: 
Engagement  
Hub 41 5.4913 1.67699 .26190 
Affiliate 42 4.6146 1.87302 .28901 
Non-SSLC 40 4.2942 2.07105 .32746 
Total 123 4.8026 1.93094 .17411 
School Community: 
Governance 
Hub 41 5.9926 1.84163 .28761 
Affiliate 42 4.7701 2.19540 .33876 
Non-SSLC 40 4.0965 2.14314 .33886 
Total 123 4.9585 2.19436 .19786 
 
Table 3.13 shows the analysis of variance for comparisons between Hub, Affiliate and non-
SSLC school staffing and modelling scores for 2010 and 2011. 
There was no statistical difference between Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC principals in 2010 
for School Community: Engagement, however there was a significant finding for School 
Community: Governance, (F (2, 68) = 3.618, p = .032). Post hoc Scheffe tests revealed a 
significant difference between Hub and non-SSLC principals (p = .043). Furthermore, the 
effect size was medium to large at d = 0.79. 
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In 2011, SSLC status had a significant impact on both community engagement variables: 
School Community: Engagement (F (2, 122) = 4.430, p = .014) and School Community: 
Governance (F (2, 122) = 8.788, p = .000). Post hoc Sheffe tests revealed a significant 
difference between Hub and non-SSLC principals (p = .019) on school community 
engagement, and significant differences between Hub and both Affiliate (p = .029) and non-
SSLC principals for School Community: Governance. In 2011, there was a medium and large 
effect for the difference between Hub and non-SSLC principals on School Community: 
Engagement (d  = 0.64) and School Community: Governance (d  = 0.95) respectively. There 
was also a medium sized difference between Hub and Affiliate principals for the community 
governance construct (d = 0.60).  
 
Table 3.13  Analysis of Variance for Community Engagement, 2010 and 2011 
Year Construct  Sum of 
Squares 
Df Mean 
Square 
F p 
2010 School Community: 
Engagement 
 
Between Groups 10.110 2 5.055 1.558 .218 
Within Groups 214.099 66 3.244   
Total 224.209 68    
School Community: 
Governance  
 
Between Groups 31.346 2 15.673 3.618 .032 
Within Groups 285.932 66 4.332   
Total 317.278 68    
2011 School Community: 
Engagement 
Between Groups 31.273 2 15.636 4.430 .014 
Within Groups 423.608 120 3.530   
Total 454.881 122    
School Community: 
Governance 
Between Groups 75.051 2 37.526 8.788 .000 
Within Groups 512.405 120 4.270   
Total 587.456 122    
 
Means and standard deviations by SSLC status in 2011 are shown graphically in Figure 3.5. 
Hub principals indicate the highest scores on the community engagement factors. 
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Figure 3. 5 Hub, Affiliate, non-SSLC and Total Means and Standard Deviations for Community 
Engagement, 2010 - 2011 
 
3.7 Sustainability 
This measure attempts to gauge the degree to which resources are allocated to help maintain 
priorities and direction of education for Indigenous students and plumbs the conditions for 
maintenance of current capacity. This measure was mapped by two factors on a 9 point Likert 
scale  (1  =  “not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”): 
The first factor was named Teacher Capacity and was mapped by the following items: 
 Teachers’  lack  of  awareness  of  Indigenous  education  to  maintain and improve current 
initiatives is an issue in this school; 
 There is a shortage of teachers committed to Indigenous education to maintain and 
improve current initiatives in this school; 
 Teachers at this school have a limited capacity to maintain and improve current 
Indigenous education initiatives in this school; and 
 Staff in this school experience competing demands on their time that impact on the 
sustainability of Indigenous education initiatives.   
The second factor was named Systemic Capacity and was mapped by the following items: 
 The shortage of Indigenous staff is a challenge to continued participation in leadership 
roles; 
 Staff turnover is a challenge to sustainability of Indigenous education priorities in this 
school; 
 Timely access to professional development for school staff in relation to Indigenous 
education  is a challenge to the sustainability of our programs; and 
 The  school’s  difficulty  in  ensuring  the  ongoing  engagement  of  members  of  the  
Indigenous community is a challenge to program sustainability. 
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3.7.1 Hub, Affiliate, non-SSLC 
The descriptive statistics for Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC principals are shown separately for 
2010 and 2011 in Table 3.14. All principals indicated similarly moderate to positive score on 
the teacher and system capacity scales.  
Table 3.14 Teacher Capacity/System Capacity by SSLC Status, 2010 and 2011 
Year Construct Type n M SD SE 
2010 Teacher Capacity Hub 18 5.8969 1.77005 .41721 
Affiliate 29 6.2609 1.63985 .30451 
Non-SSLC 25 5.7191 2.30571 .46114 
Total 72 5.9818 1.91459 .22564 
System Capacity Hub 18 5.4372 1.95346 .46043 
Affiliate 29 4.4543 1.60562 .29816 
Non-SSLC 25 5.0524 1.85360 .37072 
Total 72 4.9077 1.80393 .21260 
2011 Teacher Capacity Hub 40 6.3477 1.98845 .31440 
Affiliate 41 6.0775 1.84522 .28817 
Non-SSLC 38 6.0542 2.25455 .36574 
Total 119 6.1609 2.01809 .18500 
System Capacity Hub 40 5.6318 1.87845 .29701 
Affiliate 41 4.8880 1.77714 .27754 
Non-SSLC 38 5.6981 1.79099 .29054 
Total 119 5.3967 1.83862 .16855 
 
Table 3.15 shows the analysis of variance for comparisons between Hub, Affiliate and non-
SSLC sustainability scores for 2010 and 2011. There was no statistical difference between 
Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC principals in 2010 or 2011 for either sustainability factor.  
Table 3.15  Analysis of Variance for Teacher Capacity, 2010 and 2011 
Year Construct  Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p 
2010 Teacher Capacity Between Groups 4.113 2 2.057 .554 .577 
Within Groups 256.149 69 3.712   
Total 260.262 71    
System Capacity Between Groups 11.531 2 5.765 1.812 .171 
Within Groups 219.516 69 3.181   
Total 231.047 71    
2011 Teacher Capacity Between Groups 2.113 2 1.056 .256 .774 
Within Groups 478.466 116 4.125   
Total 480.579 118    
System Capacity Between Groups 16.273 2 8.137 2.467 .089 
Within Groups 382.627 116 3.299   
Total 398.900 118    
 
Appendix 3 
60 
There was no statistically significant difference between Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC 
principals for either sustainability factor in 2010 (F teacher capacity (2, 69) = 0.554, p = .577; F 
system capacity (2, 69) = 1.812, p = .171) or 2011 (F teacher capacity (2, 116) = 0.256, p = .774; F system 
capacity (2, 116) = 2.467, p = .089).  
 
  Leader Survey Descriptives (Hub only) 
  61 
Appendix 4 Principal/ School Leader Survey Descriptives:  
Hub only Repeated Measures 2010-2011 
4.1 School Climate 
The construct School Climate (previously termed Indigenous School Ethos) attempts to map 
school climate and the degree to which is it is supportive of Indigenous ideas, knowledges 
and ways of understanding. This construct was mapped on a 9 point Likert scale (1=  “not  
much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”)  by the following 5 items: 
 Teachers adopt pedagogies that are sensitive to Indigenous students ways of knowing; 
 Teachers promote communication between Indigenous and non-Indigenous students; 
 Indigenous signs and symbols (e.g., art work, student murals etc.) are displayed in the 
classrooms and/or school; 
 The school as a community actively participates in Indigenous events; and 
 Indigenous students feel as though they belong in the school. 
The majority of Hub respondents reported slightly higher levels of the School Climate 
construct in 2010 and 2011 (refer Table 4.1). As shown in Table 4.2, a t test for dependent 
means further supports the observed increase in school climate scores for Hub leaders (t 
(15)= -2.564, p= .022), although the effect size was small at d= 0.355.  
Two respondents (12.6 %) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct, 
defined as an increase of two or more levels, while a further 5 (31.5%) indicated a moderate 
positive shift, that is an increase of one to two levels of the construct. Only one respondent 
demonstrated a moderate negative shift, or a decrease of one to two levels of the construct 
from 2010 to 2011. The remainder of participants maintained their level of school climate 
from 2010 to 2011, and the level of the construct reported by the Hub respondents as 
indicated by the corresponding means and standard deviations is relatively high in both 2010 
and 2011. 
Table 4.1  School Climate - Descriptive Statistics, 2010 and 2011 
School Climate Respondent type M SD n 
Year 2010 Hub 6.29 2.127 16 
Year 2011 Hub 7.06 2.212 16 
 
Table 4.2  2010-2011 School Climate Difference Scores for Hub Leaders/Principals 
 n t df p d 
Hub 16 -2.564 15 .022 0.355 
4.2 Indigenous Leadership 
Indigenous leadership as a construct refers to the recognition and influence of Indigenous 
community members, staff and students in leadership roles within the school. The leadership 
items demonstrate an attempt to gauge the status of Indigenous leaders within the school in 
terms of formal and informal leadership positions. In addition, other items document whether 
Indigenous expertise is incorporated into school practices such as curriculum selection and 
development, and staff professional development. This construct was mapped by 6 items in 
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the leader survey. The construct was found to split into two factors in the leaders survey, 
which were named Indigenous Leadership: Teaching and Indigenous Leadership: Roles. 
These constructs were mapped on a 9 point Likert scale (1=  “not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”): 
The factor Indigenous Leadership: Teaching was mapped by the following items: 
 Indigenous and non-Indigenous staff plan curriculum together; 
 Indigenous community members are involved in curriculum planning; and 
 Indigenous community members are professional development leaders for school 
staff. 
The factor Indigenous Leadership: Roles was mapped by the following items: 
 Indigenous staff hold formally recognised leadership positions in the school (e.g., 
deputy principal, head of department, head of curriculum, etc.); 
 Indigenous staff hold informal leadership positions in the school (e.g., sports 
coordinator, before/ after school coordinator, responsible for Indigenous student 
initiatives, etc.); and 
 Indigenous community members involved with the school mentor staff. 
 
Table 4.3 Indigenous Leadership Teaching - Descriptive Statistics, 2010 and 2011 
Construct Year Respondent 
type 
M SD n 
Indigenous Leadership: 
Teaching 
2010 Hub 3.87 1.959 16 
2011 Hub 4.87 1.956 16 
Indigenous Leadership: 
Roles 
2010 Hub 4.04 2.021 16 
2011 Hub 5.10 2.053 16 
 
The majority of Hub respondents reported higher levels of the Indigenous Leadership: 
Teaching and Indigenous Leadership: Roles constructs from 2010 to 2011 (refer to Table 4.3 
and Table 4.4). Dependent means t tests demonstrated a medium effect size of time from 
2010-2011 in both Indigenous Leadership: Teaching (t (15) = -3.200, p= .006, d=.511) and 
Indigenous Leadership: Roles (t (15) = -3.452, p= .004, d=.520).  
Table 4.4  2010-2011 Difference Scores for Hub Leaders/ Principals 
 Construct n t df p d 
Hub Teaching 16 -3.200 15 .006 0.511 
Roles 16 -3.452 15 .004 0.520 
 
With respect to the construct Indigenous Leadership: Teaching, 5 respondents (33.3 %) 
demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct, while a further 3 (18.9%) 
indicated a moderate positive shift. One respondent demonstrated a moderate negative shift. 
The level of the construct reported by the Hub respondents as indicated by the corresponding 
means and standard deviations is low in 2010 and approaches the midpoint of the scale in 
2011. 
For the construct Indigenous Leadership: Roles, 4 respondents (25.2 %) demonstrated a 
substantial positive shift in level of the construct, while a further 2 (12.6%) indicated a 
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moderate positive shift. One respondent demonstrated a substantial negative shift, consistent 
with their responses on the Indigenous Leadership: Teaching construct noted above. The 
level of the construct reported by the Hub respondents as indicated by the corresponding 
means and standard deviations is low in 2010 and approaches the midpoint of the scale in 
2011. 
4.3 High Expectations 
High Expectations Leadership is based on the premise that the promotion of high 
expectations for Indigenous students is the responsibility of teachers and school leaders. In 
the Stronger Smarter approach, High Expectations for Indigenous students is a core strategy 
purported to have direct positive effects on teacher-student relationships and student 
outcomes. 
The High Expectations Leadership construct was mapped by 7 items. The construct was 
found to split into two uni-dimensional factors. One factor was primarily concerned with 
extrinsic factors to promote High Expectation Leadership in the school, e.g., mentoring staff 
and promotion of discourses around high expectations and achievement for Indigenous 
students at staff meetings. The second factor was more closely aligned with how High 
Expectations Leadership was operationalised in school and classroom practice. Both factors 
were measured on a 9 point Likert  scale  (1  =  “not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”). 
The first factor was named High Expectations: Promotion and was mapped by the following 
items: 
 High expectations for Indigenous student learning are promoted in school policies; 
 High expectations for Indigenous student learning are promoted in staff meetings; and 
 Staff are mentored in the importance of high expectations for Indigenous students. 
The second factor was named The High Expectations: Enactment and was mapped by the 
following items: 
 Indigenous students are challenged on achieving their potential; 
 The staff of this school takes collective responsibility for unlocking the potential in 
Indigenous students; 
 High expectations for Indigenous student learning are embedded in classroom 
context; and 
 Parents of Indigenous students are consulted about high expectations for their 
children. 
The majority of Hub respondents reported higher levels of both high expectations constructs 
from 2010 to 2011 (refer Table 4.5). As shown in Table 4.6, Hub leaders experience gains in 
both high expectations factors, however neither was statistically significant (t (15) High 
Expectations: Promotion = -1.970, p= .068, d=.418; t (15) High Expectations: Enactment = -1.608, p= .129, 
d=.341). This suggests either maintenance of high expectations or a ceiling effect on these 
two constructs. However 6 respondents (40 %) demonstrated a moderate or substantial 
positive shift in levels of both constructs, while another two (12.6%) indicated a moderate or 
substantial negative shift in the levels of both constructs.  The level of the constructs reported 
by the Hub respondents as indicated by the corresponding means and standard deviations is 
similarly high in 2010 and 2011. 
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Table 4.5: High Expectations Promotion - Descriptive Statistics, 2010 and 2011 
Construct Year Respondent type M SD n 
High Expectations: 
Promotion 
2010 Hub 6.29 2.170 16 
2011 Hub 7.18 2.092 16 
High Expectations: 
Enactment 
2010 Hub 6.33 2.134 16 
2011 Hub 7.06 2.147 16 
 
Table 4.6  2010-2011 Difference Scores for Hub Leaders/ Principals  
Type Construct n t df p d 
Hub Promotion 16 -1.970 15 .068 0.418 
Enactment 16 -1.608 15 .129 0.341 
4.4 Innovative School Staffing 
The construct Innovative School Staffing attempts to map the recruitment of Indigenous staff 
in various roles and the degree of staff Innovation to enable success of Indigenous students. 
This construct was separated into two factors and mapped on a 9 point Likert scale (1=  “not  
much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”). 
The first factor was named Innovative School Staffing: Recruitment and were mapped by the 
following items: 
 Indigenous teachers are actively sought after by the school;  
 The school recruits Indigenous staff in professional support roles (e.g., teacher aide/ 
community education counsellor); 
 The school recruits Indigenous staff in support roles (e.g., cleaner, groundskeeper, 
gardener, or bus driver); 
 The school recruits administrative personnel in management positions with 
Indigenous experience or expertise (e.g., Heads of Department, Heads of Curriculum 
and Deputies); and 
 The school seeks advice from the Indigenous Community on staffing. 
The second factor was named Innovative School Staffing: Capacity and Capacity Building 
and was mapped by the following items: 
 The specialist teachers have experience or expertise with Indigenous students (e.g., 
speech pathologists, ESL, or special education); 
 The school has an induction process for teachers on Indigenous issues that 
incorporates community involvement; and 
 There is sufficient budgetary capacity to support flexible approaches to staffing. 
The majority of Hub respondents reported higher levels of Innovative School Staffing: 
Recruitment, and Innovative School Staffing: Capacity and Capacity Building from 2010 to 
2011, as shown in Table 4.7. Table 4.8 illustrates that Hub leaders experienced substantial 
gains in Innovative School Staffing: Capacity and Capacity Building, (t (13) = -2.103, p= 
.055, d=.568). In line with these findings, five participants (33.3%) reported a substantial 
positive shift in staff innovation from 2010 to 2011, while another two reported a moderate 
positive shift (12.6%). Only one leader indicated a negative shift in level of staff innovation 
from 2010 to 2011. With respect to Innovative School Staffing: Recruitment, four 
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participants (25.2%) indicated moderate or substantial positive shifts in the level of the 
construct, while an additional 2 (12.6%) indicated substantial negative shifts in the level of 
the construct. Overall, the level of the construct reported by the Hub respondents is high in 
both 2010 and 2011 for recruitment, while scores hover around the midpoint for innovation, 
with an increase in one level of the construct from 2010 to 2011. 
Table 4.7  Innovative School Staffing - Descriptive Statistics, 2010 and 2011 
Construct Year Respondent type M SD n 
Innovative School 
Staffing: Recruitment 
2010 Hub 6.67 2.270 14 
2011 Hub 6.96 1.848 14 
Innovative School 
Staffing: Capacity and 
Capacity Building 
2010 Hub 4.77 1.925 14 
2011 Hub 5.82 1.767 14 
 
Table 4.8  2010-2011 Difference Scores for Hub Leaders/ Principals 
Type Construct n t df p d 
Hub Innovative School Staffing: 
Recruitment 
14 -0.557 13 .587 0.140 
Innovative School Staffing: 
Capacity and Capacity 
Building 
14 -2.103 13 .055 0.568 
 
4.5 Innovative School Modelling 
The construct Innovative School Modelling attempts to map innovations in school models 
intended to support the success of Indigenous students. This construct was mapped by the 
following items on a 9 point Likert scale  (1=  “not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”):  
 Flexible timetabling allows the school to accommodate community and student needs 
(e.g., Indigenous community events, student mobility, family circumstances); 
 The school has a dedicated space or centre for Indigenous students and/ or community 
members; and 
 The school has policies and procedures in place to monitor and respond to student 
mobility between schools. 
The majority of Hub respondents reported higher levels of the Innovative School Modelling 
construct from 2010 to 2011 (refer Table 4.9). A t test for dependent means revealed that 
there was a positive change in scores on the innovative school modelling scale from 2010 to 
2011 for Hub leaders (t (14) = -1.785, p= .096, d=.403), and that the effect size approached 
the threshold for a medium effect (see Table 4.10). In line with this finding, 4 participants 
(25.2%) reported a substantial positive shift in this factor from 2010-2011, while another 
three (18.9%) indicated a moderate positive shift. Only three leaders reported a decline in the 
level of this factor from 2010 to 2011, and of these two were moderate (12.6%) and one was 
substantial. The level of the construct reported by the Hub respondents as indicated by the 
corresponding means and standard deviations is at the midpoint in 2010 and approaches the 
positive end of the scale in 2011. 
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Table 4.9  Innovative School Modelling - Descriptive Statistics, 2010 and 2011 
Teaching Respondent type M SD n 
Year 2010 Hub 5.14 2.083 15 
Year 2011 Hub 5.94 1.884 15 
 
Table 4.10  2010-2011 Innovative School Modelling Difference Scores for Hub Leaders/ Principals 
Type n r p t df p d 
Hub 15 .615 .015 -1.786 14 .096 0.403 
 
4.6 Pedagogy 
The pedagogy items were generated as an overall description of approach to classroom 
teaching/learning by the research team in consultation with SSLC and SSLP staff, teachers 
and curriculum experts with experience in Indigenous education. In focus group pilot studies, 
experienced school leaders commented on the difficulty of technically differentiating 
pedagogy  from  curriculum.  While  they  are  theoretically  distinct  elements  of  the  “message  
system”  (Bernstein,  1990)  of  curriculum,  instruction  and  assessment  – principals and schools 
leaders typically combine them in composite descriptions of approaches to teaching and 
learning. This is referred to in the literature on curriculum theory as  the  “enacted  curriculum”  
(deCastell, Luke & Luke, 1989). School leaders were asked to provide an overall rating on 
“to  what  degree  the  statements  reflect  the situation in your school”.  These items were listed 
on  a  9  point  Likert  scale  (1  =  “not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”). A principal components analysis (see 
2011 Evaluation Report) was undertaken to define seven factors.  
 
The Conventional Pedagogy construct was mapped by the following items: 
 Indigenous students require strong lesson scaffolding and direct instruction; 
 Indigenous students require a pre-planned step-by-step approach to learning; 
 Practical, hands-on lessons (e.g., vocational and technical tasks) are the most effective 
strategies for engaging Indigenous students; 
 Effective teaching of Indigenous students requires a strong focus on classroom 
management and rules; 
 Indigenous students negotiate their movement and use of space in the classroom (e.g., 
learning stations, group work); and 
 A comprehensive, packaged approach to teaching and learning is used for Indigenous  
students (e.g., Jolly Phonics, Letter Land, Multi Lit, Go Maths). 
The Progressive Pedagogy construct was mapped by the following items: 
 Indigenous students are allowed to choose topics and curriculum content in their 
learning; 
 Indigenous students receive individually tailored instruction; 
 Indigenous students negotiate their learning tasks (e.g., topics, due dates, criteria); and 
 Indigenous students  often  explore  issues  of  identity  and  their  ‘voice’. 
The Community Pedagogy construct was mapped by the following items: 
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 There is provision in the curriculum for Indigenous students to learn from community 
Elders; 
 The approaches to teaching reflect Indigenous communication styles (e.g., family 
interaction patterns, ways of addressing Elders, behaviour management strategies); 
 The integration of community knowledges and issues into the classroom is prominent. 
 There is a strong emphasis on local Indigenous knowledges in the curriculum (e.g., 
local history, cultural practices, Aboriginal terms and locations); and 
 There is provision for specialised instruction in elements of Indigenous cultural, 
artistic and musical expression. 
The School Subjects Pedagogy construct was mapped by the following items: 
 Indigenous students require a strong emphasis on the Key Learning Areas to achieve 
successful learning; 
 The core school curriculum strongly focuses on basic skills of literacy; 
 The core school curriculum strongly focuses on basic skills of numeracy; and 
 Exposure  to  mainstream  classics  of  children’s  literature  is  important  for  Indigenous  
students (e.g., Roald Dahl, C. S. Lewis, E. B. White). 
The Canonical/Discipline Pedagogy construct was mapped by the following items: 
 It is essential that Indigenous students engage with traditional Western literary and 
historical  knowledge  (e.g.,  literary  ‘classics’,  Greek  and  Roman  myths);; 
 It is essential that Indigenous students engage with high status Western mathematical 
and scientific knowledge (e.g., Physics, Chemistry, Advanced Mathematics); and 
 It is essential that Indigenous students master spoken and written Standard Australian 
English. 
The Language Pedagogy construct was mapped by the following items: 
 There is provision for teaching Indigenous languages; and 
 There is provision for Aboriginal English and Torres Strait Islander Kriol/ Creole to 
be spoken in classrooms. 
The Vocational Pedagogy construct was mapped by the following items: 
 There is a strong focus for Indigenous learners on real world knowledge (e.g., how to 
deal with institutions, how to access services, using media); 
 Involvement in workplace and community service is an important part of curriculum 
for Indigenous students at this school; and 
 Indigenous students are exposed to career education.  
 
4.6.1 Conventional Pedagogy 
This cluster refers to scaffolded and structured teaching that is planned, step-by-step, in a 
well-managed, directive classroom environment. It ranges from packaged, structured 
curriculum to hands-on work.  
As shown in Table 4.11, the majority of participants reported higher levels of conventional 
pedagogies from 2010 to 2011. Hub leaders’  scores  hovered  around  the  midpoint  of  the  scale  
in both years, with a total average increase of 1.02 points, which equates to a moderate 
positive shift. 
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Table 4.12 shows that Hub leaders reported statistically significant increases in conventional 
pedagogy scores from 2010 to 2011 (t (14) = -2.819, p= .014, d=.650), and that the effect size 
was medium. In support of this finding, three (18.9%) leaders indicated substantial positive 
shifts in conventional pedagogy scores from 2010 to 2011, a further four (25.2%) reported 
moderate positive shifts, and only one demonstrated a moderate negative shift. The remaining 
seven leaders maintained their conventional pedagogy scores from 2010-2011. 
Table 4.11  Pedagogy: Conventional - Descriptive Statistics, 2010 and 2011 
Conventional Respondent type M SD n 
Year 2010 Hub 5.10 1.460 15 
Year 2011 Hub 5.94 1.098 15 
 
Table 4.12  2010-2011 Difference Scores for Hub Leaders/ Principals 
Type Construct n t df p d 
Hub Conventional 15 -2.819 14 .014 0.650 
 
4.6.2 Progressive Pedagogy 
This cluster refers to negotiated, student-centred work that focuses on individually tailored 
instruction where students can negotiate content and learning tasks, with an emphasis on the 
exploration  of  individual  and  Indigenous  ‘voice’.   
Table 4.13 shows that respondents generally report higher progressive scores in 2011 
compared to 2010, with an average difference of 0.52 points. A dependent t test failed to 
reach significance for the Hub group (t (14) = -1.732, p= .105, d=.338), however there was a 
small effect size which supported an increase in progressive pedagogy scores from 2010 to 
2011 (see Table 4.14). Furthermore, four leaders (25.2%) reported a substantial positive shift 
in level of progressive pedagogies, and another two (12.6%) reported a moderate positive 
shift. The remainder maintained their progressive pedagogy scores across the 2 years. 
Table 4.13  Pedagogy: Progressive - Descriptive Statistics, 2010 and 2011 
Progressive Respondent 
Type 
M SD n 
Year 2010 Hub 4.28 1.595 15 
Year 2011 Hub 4.80 1.483 15 
 
Table 4.14  2010-2011 Difference Scores for Hub Leaders/ Principals 
Type Construct n r p t df p d 
Hub Progressive 15 .720 .002 -1.732 14 .105 0.338 
 
4.6.3 Community Pedagogy 
This cluster refers to a focus on Indigenous knowledges, cultures, arts and histories as core 
elements of curriculum and instruction. Table 4.15 shows the scale scores for community 
pedagogy for Hub leaders in 2010 and 2011. As shown in Table 4.16, a t test for dependent 
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means showed that there was a trend towards significance for Hubs, (t (14) = -1.920, p= 
.075), with a small effect size (d=.323). Individual change scores of Hub leaders showed a 
mix of responses, as one participant reported a substantial positive shift in community 
pedagogy from 2010 to 2011, five (31.5%) demonstrated a moderate positive shift, and three 
(18.9%) a negative moderate shift.  
Table 4.15  Pedagogy: Community - Descriptive Statistics, 2010 and 2011 
Community Respondent Type M SD n 
Year 2010 Hub 5.16 1.690 15 
Year 2011 Hub 5.76 2.006 15 
 
Table 4.16  2010-2011 Difference Scores for Hub Leaders/ Principals 
Type Construct n t df p D 
Hub Community 15 -1.920 14 .075 0.323 
 
4.6.4 School Subjects 
This cluster refers to foci on school subjects of literacy, numeracy and other designated key 
learning areas. From 2010 to 2011, there was little to no change in scale scores for school 
subjects amongst Hub leaders.  
As shown in Table 4.17 and Table 4.18, there is no statistical difference in the mean score for 
school subjects in 2010 and 2011 for Hub leaders. However, observation of individual change 
scores reveals some variation in change scores. Six leaders (40%) reported positive shifts in 
level of the construct, with five indicating moderate change and one substantial change in the 
school subjects factor from 2010 to 2011. Three leaders (18.9%) indicated a moderate 
negative shift in the school subjects factor from 2010 to 2011. 
Table 4.17  Pedagogy: School Subjects - Descriptive Statistics, 2010 and 2011 
School Subjects Type M SD n 
Year 2010 Hub 6.33 1.463 15 
Year 2011 Hub 6.50 1.212 15 
 
Table 4.18  2010-2011 Difference Scores for Hub Leaders/ Principals 
Type Construct n t df p d 
Hub School Subjects 15 -.471 14 .645 0.127 
 
4.6.5 Canonical Pedagogy 
This cluster refers to traditional, mainstream foci on the canon of Western literature, history, 
science and Standard English as core elements of curriculum and instruction.  
The means and standard deviations for the canonical pedagogy factor are shown in Table 
4.19. There was no significant difference in mean scores for Hub leaders in 2010 and 2011 
and the effect size was small at d=0.204 (see Table 4.20), four leaders (25.2%) reported a 
substantial gain in canonical discipline scores from one year to the next. An additional 
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respondent demonstrated a moderate positive shift in their score. To balance this positive 
shift however, a quarter of the Hub leaders demonstrated a negative change in canonical 
pedagogy scores from 2010 to 2011. Of these, two were moderate (13.2%) and two were 
substantial (13.2%).  
Table 4.19  Pedagogy: Canonical Pedagogy - Descriptive Statistics, 2010 and 2011 
Canonical Pedagogy Type M SD n 
Year 2010 Hub 5.71 1.690 15 
Year 2011 Hub 6.02 1.330 15 
 
Table 4.20 2010-2011 Difference Scores for Hub Leaders/ Principals 
Type Construct n t df p d 
Hub Canonical Pedagogy 15 -.720 14 .483 0.204 
4.6.6 Pedagogy: Languages 
This cluster refers to the classroom use of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander vernacular 
languages, Kriols/Creoles and non-standard dialects as media of instruction and as specific 
objects of instruction.  
As shown in Table 4.21, the level of the Pedagogy: Language factor was very low in both 
years, however there has been an average increase of 1.15 points from 2010 to 2011. Hub 
leaders reported significantly higher scores on the pedagogy: language factor in 2011 
compared to 2010 (t (14) = -2.758, p= .015, d= 0.267), although the effect size was small 
(See Table 4.22). In line with this positive finding, four (26.7%) leaders reported a substantial 
increase in pedagogy: language scores from 2010 to 2011, while another two (13.4%) 
reported a moderate positive shift in scores over the year. None of the participants reported a 
decrease in pedagogy: language scores from 2010 to 2011. 
Table 4.21  Pedagogy: Language - Descriptive Statistics, 2010 and 2011 
Language Type M SD n 
Year 2010 Hub 3.37 3.102 15 
Year 2011 Hub 4.23 3.327 15 
 
Table 4.22  2010-2011 Difference Scores for Hub Leaders/ Principals 
Type Construct n t df p d 
Hub Language 15 -2.758 14 .015 0.267 
 
4.6.7 Pedagogy: Vocational 
This cluster refers to a focus on real world knowledge, pathway articulation to vocational 
education and work. 
The majority of respondents indicated an increase in their Pedagogy: Vocational scores from 
2010 to 2011 (see Table 4.24). There was a trend for Hub leader scores on vocational 
pedagogy to increase in 2011 from their 2010 level (t (14) = -1.806, p= .092, d= 0.412), 
however the effect was small (see Table 4.23). Half of the leaders reported an increase in 
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Pedagogy: Vocation scores from 2010 to 2011, and of these, six (40.2%) reported a 
substantial increase, and two (13.4%) reported a moderate increase in level of Pedagogy: 
Vocation. Three participants also indicated a decrease in level of Pedagogy: Vocation from 
2010 to 2011, and of these two were moderate and one was substantial. 
Table 4.23  Pedagogy: Vocational - Descriptive Statistics, 2010 and 2011 
Vocational Respondent type M SD n 
Year 2010 Hub 5.44 2.231 15 
Year 2011 Hub 6.27 1.774 15 
 
Table 4.24  2010-2011 Difference Scores for Hub Leaders/ Principals 
Type Construct n t df p d 
Hub Vocation 15 -1.806 14 .092 0.412 
 
4.7 Community Engagement 
The construct Community Engagement attempts to gauge the degree to which school 
strategies reach into the community, as well as levels of involvement of community members 
in the school. It attempts to map uptake and self-reported practices relating to the Stronger 
Smarter message around engagement with Indigenous community. 
The Community Engagement construct was mapped by 7 items in the leader survey. The 
construct was found to split into two uni-dimensional factors. One factor was primarily 
concerned with the governance relationship between the school and the community: that is, 
the degree to which Indigenous community members were substantively involved in school 
decision-making and policy formation. The other was a more generic representation of 
community involvement in school and classroom matters. These constructs were labelled 
“Community  Engagement:  Governance” and  “School  Community:  Engagement” 
respectively. 
These constructs were mapped on a 9 point Likert scale (1=  “not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”),  each  
consisting of 3 items: 
The construct School Community: Governance was mapped by the following items: 
 Parents and/ or community members participate in classroom teaching or student 
learning; 
 There is a program to encourage parents and/ or community members to become 
actively involved in the school;  
 An outreach program is maintained to parents/ families who do not visit the school. 
 Indigenous community members are consulted on major decisions about the direction 
of the school; 
 Indigenous community priorities are taken into account as part of the school planning 
process; 
 Indigenous community members have a voice in the everyday running of the school; 
and 
 School staff  have significant roles in meetings and events that involve the Indigenous 
community. 
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The construct School Community: Engagement was mapped by the following items: 
 Parents and/ or community members participate in classroom teaching or student 
learning; 
 There is a program to encourage parents and/ or community members to become 
actively involved in the school; and 
 An outreach program is maintained to parents/ families who do not visit the school. 
Table 4.25  School Community: Engagement - Descriptive Statistics, 2010 and 2011 
Teaching Respondent type M SD n 
Year 2010 Hub 4.68 2.152 15 
Year 2011 Hub 5.62 2.177 15 
 
Table 4.26  School Community: Governance - Descriptive Statistics, 2010 and 2011 
Teaching Respondent type M SD n 
Year 2010 Hub 4.69 2.149 15 
Year 2011 Hub 5.98 2.481 15 
 
Table 4.27  2010-2011 Difference Scores for Hub Leaders/ Principals  
Type Construct n t df p d 
Hub School Community: 
Engagement 
15 -2.126 14 0.052 0.433 
School Community: 
Governance 
15 -2.953 14 0.010 0.556 
 
The majority of Hub respondents reported substantially higher levels of both School 
Community: Engagement construct and School Community: Governance construct from 
2010 to 2011 (refer Table 4.25 and Table 4.26).  
As shown in Table 4.27, Hub leaders reported significantly higher scores on School 
Community: Engagement (t (14) = -2.126, p= .052, d=.433) and School Community: 
Governance (t (14) = -2.953, p= .010, d=.556) in 2011 compared to 2010. A third of the 
leaders indicated a substantial positive shift in School Community: Engagement, and another 
four (25.2%) indicated a moderate positive shift. Only three (20%) indicated a negative shift 
while two (12.6%) maintained their School Community: Engagement across the two years. 
The findings for School Community: Governance were even more encouraging, as four 
leaders (25.2%) reported substantial positive shifts in the level of School Community: 
Governance from 2010 to 2011, another 4 reported moderate positive shifts, while the 
remainder maintained their level of School Community: Governance. The level of the 
construct reported by the Hub respondents as indicated by the corresponding means and 
standard deviations is close to the midpoint in 2010 and surpasses the midpoint of the scale in 
2011. 
4.8 Sustainability 
This measure attempts to gauge the degree to which resources are allocated to help maintain 
priorities and direction of education for Indigenous students and plumbs the conditions for 
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maintenance of current capacity. This measure was mapped by two factors each with four 
items:  
 
The first factor was named Teacher Capacity and was mapped by the following items: 
 Teachers’  lack  of  awareness  of  Indigenous  education  to  maintain  and  improve  current  
initiatives is an issue in this school; 
 There is a shortage of teachers committed to Indigenous education to maintain and 
improve current initiatives in this school; 
 Teachers at this school have a limited capacity to maintain and improve current 
Indigenous education initiatives in this school; and 
 Staff in this school experience competing demands on their time that impact on the 
sustainability of Indigenous education initiatives.   
The second factor was named System Capacity and was mapped by the following items: 
 The shortage of Indigenous staff is a challenge to continued participation in leadership 
roles; 
 Staff turnover is a challenge to sustainability of Indigenous education priorities in this 
school; and 
 Timely access to professional development for school staff in relation to Indigenous 
education  is a challenge to the sustainability of our programs. 
 
Overall, there was no significant change in either teacher or system capacity scores from 
2010 to 2011 reported by Hub school leaders (see Table 4.28 and 4.29). There was 
considerable heterogeneity reported among the 15 leaders who responded to the survey in 
both years. With respect to Teacher Capacity, one third of the leaders reported a positive shift 
from 2010-2011, one third a negative shift, and one third maintained their level of Teacher 
Capacity. Responses to System Capacity items were more encouraging, with seven leaders 
indicating a positive shift in the level of System Capacity from 2010 to 2011 (44.1%), three 
maintained their level of System Capacity (18.9%), while five indicated a negative shift in 
System Capacity (31.5%).  
Table 4.28  Teacher Capacity - Descriptive Statistics, 2010 and 2011 
Teaching Respondent type M SD n 
Year 2010 Hub 6.39 1.624 15 
Year 2011 Hub 6.39 1.793 15 
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Table 4. 29  System Capacity - Descriptive Statistics 
Teaching Respondent type M SD n 
Year 2010 Hub 5.57 2.260 15 
Year 2011 Hub 5.43 1.794 15 
 
Table 4.30  2010-2011 Difference Scores for Hub Leaders/ Principals 
Type Construct n t df p d 
Hub Teacher 15 .007 14 .994 0.000 
System 15 .249 14 .807 0.069 
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Appendix 5 Teacher Survey Construct Descriptives and  
SSLC/non-SSLC comparisons 2010 – 2011  
This section provides a descriptive summary of the comparative responses on the 2010 and 
2011 SSLC survey in relation to the following constructs: 
 School Climate. 
 School Community Engagement. 
o School Governance and Community. 
o School Community Involvement. 
 High Expectations Leadership. 
o Promoting High Expectations. 
o High Expectations Enactment. 
 Indigenous Leadership. 
 Cultural Knowledges. 
 Cultural Engagement. 
 
Constructs 1-4 were mapped against a single factor congeneric measurement model specified 
using Structural Equation Modelling. Constructs 5-6 were mapped against a partial credit 
Rasch model in recognition of the more formative nature of the items used to plumb the 
constructs. For a detailed specification of the constructs, a complete description of the 
definition, calculation and validation of these models and the analysis of the 2010 data refer 
to the 2011 Evaluation report. 
5.1 The Sample 
To allow some indication of growth effects the sample was restricted to those teachers who 
completed the survey in 2010 and in 2011. The base line data incorporating all respondents in 
2010 was extensively reported in the 2011 Evaluation Report. The emphasis in this analysis 
is on maintenance of levels of constructs previously observed or early growth patterns 
comparatively between Hub, Affiliate and non – SSLC respondents. This will give some 
indication of sustainability of the effect and forward momentum. 
One hundred and thirty six teachers across 56 schools completed the survey in both 2010 and 
2011.  Relevant demographics are displayed in Table 5.1. 
Table 5.1 – Sample description 
Teacher Type Hub Affiliate Non- SSLC  n n n Row n 
Primary Teacher 11 26 2 39 
Secondary Teacher 19 39 38 96 
Other 0 1 0 1 
Column Total 30 66 40 136 
 
The count distribution across Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC respondents is reasonably 
balanced. However it should be noted that respondents from non-SSLC primary schools are 
under-represented which could result in an underestimation of the level of some constructs 
with respect to non-SSLC respondents based on the baseline analysis outlined in the 2011 
Evaluation Report. This 2011 analysis indicated higher levels of some constructs in primary 
schools as compared to secondary schools. 
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5.2 Work Flow 
Initially a series of scatter diagrams are displayed plotting construct score recorded for a 
respondent in 2010 mapped against that recorded in 2011. Data points on the reference line 
(note this is not a regression line) indicate little change in perceived construct level between 
2010 and 2011. Data points to the left or right of the reference line indicate negative and 
positive deviations respectively from the 2010 score; the greater the distance from the line the 
greater the deviation. Guide lines either side of the reference line have also been plotted. The 
guidelines represent one level of the construct either side of the reference line. Data points 
inside these lines could be considered to represent little change in level from 2010 to 2011 
and perhaps only as a result of measurement error. Data points outside these guidelines 
represent a substantial shift (either positive or negative) in the level of the construct from 
2010 to 2011. 
Box plot graphs are used to diagrammatically represent the 25th, 50th, 75th percentiles as well 
as distribution properties for Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC respondents across the two 
collection times (2010 and 2011) for each construct. These plots will act as a top level 
indication of any differences in construct variance across school respondent types and across 
the two time periods. 
As a precursor to testing mean differences statistically across school respondent types and 
time periods 95% error bar charts are presented. 
A split plot design is used to plumb main effects associated with repeated measures of the 
construct (2010 and 2011) and between comparisons associated with school respondent type 
(Hub, Affiliate, non-SSLC). Monitoring interaction effects between school respondent type 
and repeated measures of the construct will give an indication of any differential gains on the 
level of the construct across school respondent type. A repeated measures factorial ANOVA 
is applied to implement this design. SPSS does not provide any facility for producing post-
hoc tests for repeated measures. If necessary paired sample t-tests will be conducted with an 
appropriate Bonferroni correction.  
Sphericity was not considered an issue as the repeated measure has only two levels. 
It is recognised that ceiling effects may impact on difference scores where 2010 data points 
are in the top of the range. This situation is monitored across the constructs and where it is 
judged it may cause aberration in the analysis is corrected by exclusion of those data points 
from the analysis.  
5.3 School Climate 
The construct School Climate (previously termed Indigenous School Ethos) attempts to map 
school climate and the degree to which is it is supportive of Indigenous ideas, knowledges 
and ways of understanding. This construct was mapped by the following 4 items in the 
teacher survey on  a  9  point  Likert  scale  (1  =  “not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”): 
 Our school adopts pedagogies that are sensitive to Indigenous  students’  ways  of  
knowing; 
 Indigenous signs and symbols (e.g., art work, student murals) are displayed in our 
classrooms; 
 Our classes actively participate in Indigenous events; and 
 Indigenous people participate in and/or advise on class events. 
 
Eighty-six respondents completed the School Climate items in both 2010 and 2011. The 
breakdown across school type is shown in Table 5.2 . 
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Table 5.2: School Climate Sample 
Type n % 
Hub 18 20.9 
Affiliate 42 48.8 
Non-SSLC 26 30.2 
Total 86 100.0 
 
 
Figure 5.6 School Climate - all respondents 
Figure 5.6 plots  the  respondents’  2010  School  Climate  score  against  their  2011  School  
Climate score. The majority of respondents reported similar levels of the School Climate 
construct in 2010 and 2011. This is indicated by data points tracking between the two 
guidelines. However approximately 13 respondents (14%) demonstrated a substantial positive 
shift in level of the construct while 9 respondents (10%) demonstrated a negative shift. The 
extreme outliers are worthy of further investigation in an attempt to plumb the reasons for 
such a shift. 
 
Figure 5.7 School Climate - Hub respondents 
Figure 5.7 plots the Hub respondents’  2010  School  Climate  score  against  their  2011  School  
Climate score. The majority of respondents reported similar levels of the School Climate 
construct in 2010 and 2011. This is indicated by data points tracking between the two 
guidelines and could be taken as a top level indicator of sustainability of the effect. However 
Appendix 5 
78 
2 respondents (11%) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct while 3 
respondents (16%) demonstrated a negative shift. The extreme outliers are worthy of further 
investigation in an attempt to plumb the reasons for such a shift. It should also be noted the 
data points are tending to cluster in the upper right quadrant indicating a substantial 
proportion of Hub respondents are reporting high levels of the construct in 2010 and in 2011 
– as would be expected if the SSLC intervention (along with other determiners – see 2011 
Report Appendices) was having an effect.  
 
Figure 5.8 School Climate - Affiliate respondents 
Figure 5.8 plots  the  Affiliate  respondents’  2010  School  Climate  score  against  their  2011 
School Climate score. Similar to the Hub respondents the majority of respondents reported 
similar levels of the School Climate construct in 2010 and 2011. However 5 respondents 
(12%) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct while 5 respondents 
(12%) demonstrated a negative shift. Similar to the Hub respondents the data points are 
tending to cluster in the upper right quadrant indicating a substantial proportion of Affiliate 
respondents are reporting high levels of the construct in 2010 and in 2011. 
 
Figure 5.9 School Climate - non-SSLC - 2010 vs. 2011 scores 
Figure 5.9 plots the non-SSLC respondents’  2010  School  Climate  score  against  their  2011  
School Climate score. Similar to the Hub and Affiliate respondents the majority of 
respondents reported similar levels of the School Climate construct in 2010 and 2011. 
However approximately 6 respondents (23%) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in 
level of the construct while 1 respondent (4%) demonstrated a negative shift. This would tend 
to indicate there are other environmental factors (media coverage, systemic imperatives, other 
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programs, indirect SSLC effect) that impact on School Climate in addition to a direct SSLC 
effect. Unlike Hub and Affiliate respondents, the data points are spread reasonably evenly 
along the guideline band indicative of a wider range of level of the construct. 
 
Figure 5.10 Box plot - School Climate x Year x Type 
The box plot illustrated in Figure 5.10 would suggest that Hub and Affiliate respondents view 
the level of the construct to be about equivalent across the two time periods, i.e., levels are 
being sustained. With respect to Hub respondents the limits of the tail (representing the lower 
25 % of Hubs) has contracted by approximately one level indicating growth of level of the 
construct across the time period for those respondents at the lower levels. Non-SSLC 
respondents view their schools as on average having higher level of the construct in 2011 
compared to 2010 and have closed some of the gap between them and SSLC respondents. 
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Figure 5.11 95% error bars - School Climate x Year x Type 
Figure 5.11 illustrates the 95% confidence band for the mean School Climate for each school 
respondent type across 2010 and 2011. The information conveyed reinforces the observations 
made based on the box plot. Hub and Affiliate respondents in the main see their schools 
maintaining similar level of the construct in 2010 and 2011. The growth in the level of the 
construct as viewed by non-SSLC respondents is once again evident. 
To test inferentially the observations based on the information conveyed by the box plot and 
error bar graphs a mixed method factorial repeated measures ANOVA was conducted.  
Table 5.3 School Climate - Descriptive Statistics ANOVA, 2010 and 2011 
Construct Respondent type M SD n 
School Climate 2010  Hub 6.5284 1.53290 18 
Affiliate 5.8389 1.99935 42 
Non-SSLC 4.6077 2.15659 26 
Total 5.6110 2.06829 86 
School Climate 2011  Hub 6.2820 1.81164 18 
Affiliate 5.9419 2.14645 42 
Non-SSLC 5.5357 2.25834 26 
Total 5.8903 2.10975 86 
  
Table 5.3 quantifies some of the descriptives illustrated in the box and error bar graphs. Once 
again non-SSLC respondents appear to display the greater gain scores between 2010 and 
2011. Total gain scores across all respondents are small suggesting the main effect of year in 
the repeated measures analysis will be non-significant. It is also evident differences in level 
of the construct between respondent types narrowed in 2011 as compared to 2010. 
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Table 5.4 School Climate - Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
Measure: Climate 
Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Year Sphericity Assumed 2.612 1 2.612 1.322 .254 
Greenhouse-Geisser 2.612 1.000 2.612 1.322 .254 
Huynh-Feldt 2.612 1.000 2.612 1.322 .254 
Lower-bound 2.612 1.000 2.612 1.322 .254 
Year* 
TSID_SSLC_
TYPE 
Sphericity Assumed 8.611 2 4.306 2.179 .120 
Greenhouse-Geisser 8.611 2.000 4.306 2.179 .120 
Huynh-Feldt 8.611 2.000 4.306 2.179 .120 
Lower-bound 8.611 2.000 4.306 2.179 .120 
Error(year) Sphericity Assumed 164.003 83 1.976   
Greenhouse-Geisser 164.003 83.000 1.976   
Huynh-Feldt 164.003 83.000 1.976   
Lower-bound 164.003 83.000 1.976   
 
Table 5.4 lists the within subjects effect of School Climate across 2010 and 2011. It also tests 
the interaction effect of respondent type by year, i.e., did the incremental level of School 
Climate differ in some way across respondent type. 
The main effect of year was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level, F (1, 83) = 1.322, 
p=0.254. This tells us if we ignore which type of respondent the rating came from there is no 
difference in the level of School Climate from 2010 to 2011. Informed by an examination of 
the plots of marginal means post hoc tests will be conducted to plumb any respondent 
specific differences in construct level between 2010 and 2011. 
The interaction effect between year and respondent type was not statistically significant at the 
0.05 level, F (2, 83) = 2.179, p = 0.120. This tells us that main effect of year on the construct 
was not influenced by the differential responses of different respondent types. A decision to 
conduct post hoc tests of the actual differences will be informed by an examination of the plot 
of marginal means. 
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Table 5.5 School Climate – Between-Subjects Effects, Respondent Type 
Source SSq df Mean Square F p ηp2 
Intercept 5119.776 1 5119.776 804.350 .000 .906 
TSID_SSLC_TYPE 41.036 2 20.518 3.224 .045 .072 
Error 528.304 83 6.365    
 
Table 5.5 lists the between subject effects, i.e., if we ignore differential effects between 2010 
and 2011, did level of School Climate differ between types of respondents? This difference 
was statistically significant at the 0.05 level with a medium effect size F (2, 83) = 3.224, p= 
0.045, ηp2 = 0.072. This difference will be explored further with post hoc tests after 
examination of the plot of marginal means. 
 
Figure 5.12 Estimated margin means - School Climate x Year x Type 
Figure 5.12 illustrates the marginal means for School Climate across year and respondent 
type. An analysis of the error bars illustrated in Figure 5.11 would indicate little likelihood of 
a significant shift in School climate level between 2010 and 2011 for either Hub or Affiliate 
respondents. A significant shift may be evident for non-SSLC respondents. A repeated 
measure t test was used to plumb this possibility  
On average non-SSLC respondents demonstrated significantly greater levels of the School 
Climate construct in 2011 (M =5.54, SE = 0.423) than in 2010 (M = 4.61, SE = 0.423), t (25) 
= 2.840, p=0.009, r= 0.49 which represents a large effect. 
The plot of marginal means would also suggest the non-SSLC respondents closed the gap 
between themselves and Hub and Affiliate respondents in 2011. In 2010 there was a 
significant difference reported between Hub and Affiliate respondents when compared to 
non-SSLC respondents.  
A one way ANOVA was used to plumb comparisons between non-SSLC respondents and 
Hub and Affiliate respondents in 2011 and 2010. 
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In 2011 there were no significant difference in levels of School Climate between Hubs, 
Affiliates and non-SSLC respondents in 2011- F (2, 83) = 0.685, p= 0.507. 
In 2010 there were significant differences between (Hub, non-SSLC) and (Affiliate, non-
SSLC) pairs. The non difference between respondent types in 2011is attributed to an increase 
of levels of School Climate as viewed by non-SSLC respondents. 
5.4 School Community Engagement 
The Community Engagement construct was mapped by 9 items. The construct was found to 
split into two uni-dimensional factors. One factor was primarily concerned with the 
governance relationship between the school and the community and the other was a more 
generic representation of community involvement in school and classroom matters. These 
constructs  were  labelled  “School  Governance  and  Community”  and  “School  Community 
Involvement”  respectively and mapped on a 9 point Likert scale (1  =  “not  much”; 9  =  “a  
lot”): 
 
5.4.1 School Governance and Community 
The construct School Governance and Community Engagementwas mapped by the following 
four items: 
 Indigenous community members are consulted on major decisions about the direction 
of the school; 
 Indigenous community priorities are taken into account as part of the school planning 
process; 
 Indigenous community members have a voice in the everyday running of the school; 
and 
 School staff  have significant roles in meetings and events that involve the Indigenous 
community. 
Fifty seven respondents completed the School Governance and Community 
Engagementitems in both 2010 and 2011. The breakdown across respondent type is shown in 
Table 5.6. 
 
Table 5.6 School Governance Sample 
Type n % 
Hub 13 22.8 
Affiliate 34 59.6 
Non-SSLC 10 17.5 
Total 57 100.0 
 
Due to the low cell counts for Hub and non-SSLC respondents and resulting lack of power 
the inferential analysis in this section will need to be viewed with some caution. 
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Figure 5. 13: School Governance and Community Engagement- all respondents 
Figure 5. 13 plots  the  respondents’  2010  School Governance and Community Engagement 
score against their 2011 School Governance and Community Engagement score. The 
majority of respondents reported similar levels of the School Governance and Community 
Engagement construct in 2010 and 2011. This is indicated by data points tracking between 
the two guidelines. However approximately 11 respondents (19%) demonstrated a substantial 
positive shift in level of the construct while 9 respondents (16%) demonstrated a negative 
shift. The extreme outliers are worthy of further investigation in an attempt to plumb the 
reasons for such a shift. 
 
Figure 5.14 School Governance and Community Engagement - Hub respondents 
Figure 5.14 plots the Hub respondents’  2010  School Governance and Community 
Engagement score against their 2011 School Governance and Community Engagement score. 
The majority of respondents reported similar levels of the School Governance and 
Community Engagement construct in 2010 and 2011. This is indicated by data points 
tracking between the two guidelines and could be taken as a top level indicator of 
sustainability of the effect. However 3 respondents (23%) demonstrated a substantial positive 
shift in level of the construct while 2 respondents (15%) demonstrated a negative shift. The 
extreme outliers are worthy of further investigation in an attempt to plumb the reasons for 
such a shift. It should also be noted the data points are tending to cluster in the lower left 
quadrant indicating a proportion of Hub respondents are reporting relatively low levels of the 
construct in 2010 and in 2011.  
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Figure 5.15 School Governance and Community Engagement  - Affiliate respondents 
Figure 5.15 plots  the  Affiliate  respondents’  2010  School Governance and Community 
Engagement score against their 2011 School Governance and Community Engagement score. 
Similar to the Hub respondents the majority of respondents reported similar levels of the 
School Governance and Community Engagement construct in 2010 and 2011. However 
approximately 8 respondents (24%) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the 
construct while 5 respondents (15%) demonstrated a negative shift. The extreme outliers are 
worthy of further investigation in an attempt to plumb the reasons for such a shift. Unlike the 
Hub respondents the data points are tending to be evenly spread along the guideline band 
indicating a range of levels of the construct across Affiliate respondents. 
 
 
Figure 5.16 School Governance and Community Engagement - non-SSLC respondents 
Figure 5.16 plots the non-SSLC  respondents’  2010  School Governance and Community 
Engagement score against their 2011 School Governance and Community Engagement score. 
Nearly all respondents reported similar levels of the School Governance and Community 
Engagement construct in 2010 and 2011. One respondent was well to the left of the guideline 
band indicative of a substantial negative shift in level of the construct. This respondent would 
be worthy of further investigation to try to determine the reason for the negative shift. The 
data points are spread reasonably evenly along the guideline band indicative of a fair range of 
level of the construct. 
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Figure 5.17 Box Plot - School Governance and Community Engagement x Year x Type 
The box plot illustrated in  
Figure 5.17 would suggest that Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC respondents view the level of 
the construct to be about equivalent across the two time periods, i.e., levels are being 
sustained. There is a suggestion that Hub respondent levels of the construct have improved 
slightly. In 2010, 50% of Hub respondents (25th to 75th percentile) viewed the level of the 
construct to range between approximately 2.5 and 5. This range moved upward in 2011 to sit 
between 3 and 6.5. There was a similar effect with Affiliate respondents. On the other hand 
there was a slight reverse effect with respect to non-SSLC respondents. It is unlikely these 
shifts are statistically significant. 
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Figure 5.18 95% error bars - School Governance x Year x Type 
Figure 5.18 illustrates the 95% confidence band for the mean School Governance and 
Community Engagement score for each school respondent type across 2010 and 2011. The 
information conveyed reinforces the observations made based on the box plot. All 
respondents in the main see their schools maintaining similar levels of the construct in 2010 
and 2011. A slight growth in the level of the construct in Hub respondents is once again 
suggested. 
To test inferentially the observations based on the information conveyed by the box plot and 
error bar graphs a mixed method factorial repeated measures ANOVA was conducted.  
 
Table 5.7 School Governance and Community Engagement - Descriptive Statistics ANOVA, 2010-
2011 
Construct Respondent type M SD n 
School Governance and 
Community Engagement 
2010  
Hub 3.9492 2.43961 13 
Affiliate 4.4808 2.50071 34 
Non-SSLC 4.0804 2.49942 10 
Total 4.2893 2.45385 57 
School Governance and 
Community Engagement 
2011  
Hub 4.6363 2.63555 13 
Affiliate 4.4595 2.68345 34 
Non-SSLC 3.9296 2.33745 10 
Total 4.4069 2.58157 57 
 
Table 5.7 quantifies some of the descriptives illustrated in the box and error bar graphs. Total 
mean gain scores across all respondents are in the order of one tenth of one level of the 
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construct suggesting the main effect of year in the repeated measures analysis will not be 
significant. It is also evident that Affiliate and non-SSLC respondents reported slight losses 
while Hub respondents reported a slight gain in level of the construct. 
 
Table 5.8: School Governance and Community - Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
Measure:governance 
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p ηp2 
Year Sphericity Assumed .643 1 .643 .189 .666 .003 
Greenhouse-Geisser .643 1.000 .643 .189 .666 .003 
Huynh-Feldt .643 1.000 .643 .189 .666 .003 
Lower-bound .643 1.000 .643 .189 .666 .003 
Year * 
TSID_SSLC
_TYPE 
Sphericity Assumed 2.796 2 1.398 .410 .665 .015 
Greenhouse-Geisser 2.796 2.000 1.398 .410 .665 .015 
Huynh-Feldt 2.796 2.000 1.398 .410 .665 .015 
Lower-bound 2.796 2.000 1.398 .410 .665 .015 
Error(year) Sphericity Assumed 183.944 54 3.406    
Greenhouse-Geisser 183.944 54.000 3.406    
Huynh-Feldt 183.944 54.000 3.406    
Lower-bound 183.944 54.000 3.406    
 
Table 5.8 lists the within subjects effect on School Governance and Community Engagement 
level across 2010 and 2011. It also tests the interaction effect of respondent type by year, i.e., 
did the incremental level of School Governance and Community Engagement differ in some 
way across respondent type. 
The main effect of year was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level, F (1, 54) = 0.189, 
p=0.666, ηp2 = 0.003.  
The interaction effect between year and respondent type was not statistically significant at the 
0.05 level, F (2, 54) = 0.410, p = 0.665. This tells us that main effect of year on the construct 
was not influenced by the differential responses of different respondent types. A decision to 
conduct post hoc tests of the actual differences will be informed by an examination of the plot 
of marginal means. 
 
Table 5.9 School Governance and Community Engagement – Between-Subject Effects 
Source 
Type III Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean  
Square F p ηp2 
Intercept 1580.154 1 1580.154 164.022 .000 .752 
TSID_SSLC_TYPE 3.447 2 1.724 .179 .837 .007 
Error 520.224 54 9.634    
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Table 5.9 lists the between subject effects, i.e., if we ignore differential effects between 2010 
and 2011, did levels of School Governance and Community Engagement differ between 
types of respondents? This difference was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level - F (2, 
54) = 0.179, p= 0.837. 
 
Figure 5.19 Estimated margin means - School Governance x Year x Type 
Figure 5.19 illustrates the marginal means for School Governance and Community 
Engagement construct levels across year and respondent type. The figure reinforces the 
information derived from the box plot, error bar charts and the mixed method ANOVA. 
There is a slight indication of an interaction effect involving Hub school respondents between 
2010 and 2011. This effect was tested using a repeated measures t test. The result was not 
significant t (12) = 0.865, p = 0.404, r=0.22. 
A one way ANOVA across respondent types conducted at the 2010 time period revealed no 
significant differences between respondent types on the level of the construct – F (2, 54) = 
0.258, p=0.774. 
A one way ANOVA across respondent types conducted at the 2011 time period revealed no 
significant differences between respondent types on the level of the construct – F (2, 54) = 
0.223, p=0.801. 
5.4.2 School Community Involvement 
The construct School Community Involvement was mapped on a 9 point Likert scale (1 = 
“not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”) by the following five items: 
 Indigenous community members participate in classroom teaching or student 
learning; 
 There is a program to encourage Indigenous community members to become actively 
involved in the school; 
 I involve Indigenous community members in my classroom; 
 An outreach program is maintained to reach out to Indigenous parents/caregivers who 
do not visit the school; and 
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 Indigenous community members meet regularly with school governance boards (e.g., 
councils and leadership groups, P&C/P&F committees). 
Sixty eight respondents completed the School Community Involvement items in both 2010 
and 2011. The breakdown across respondent type is shown in Table 5.10. 
 
Table 5.10: School Community Involvement Sample 
Type n % 
Hub 16 23.5 
Affiliate 38 55.9 
Non-SSLC 14 20.6 
Total 68 100.0 
 
 
 
Figure 5.20 School Community Involvement - all respondents 
Figure 5.20 plots  the  respondents’  2010  School  Community  Involvement  score  against  their  
2011 School Community Involvement score. The majority of respondents reported similar 
levels of the School Community Involvement construct in 2010 and 2011. This is indicated 
by data points tracking between the two guidelines. However approximately 13 respondents 
(19%) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct while 13 respondents 
(19%) demonstrated a negative shift. The extreme outliers are worthy of further investigation 
in an attempt to plumb the reasons for such a shift. 
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Figure 5. 21: School Community Involvement - Hub respondents 
Figure 5. 21 plots the Hub respondents’  2010  School  Community  Involvement  score  against  
their 2011 School Community Involvement score. The majority of respondents reported 
similar levels of the School Community Involvement construct in 2010 and 2011. This is 
indicated by data points tracking between the two guidelines and could be taken as a top level 
indicator of sustainability of the effect. However 4 respondents (25%) demonstrated a 
substantial positive shift in level of the construct while 4 respondents (25%) demonstrated a 
negative shift. The extreme outliers are worthy of further investigation in an attempt to plumb 
the reasons for such a shift. It should also be noted the data points are tending to cluster in the 
lower left quadrant indicating a proportion of Hub respondents are reporting relatively low 
levels of the construct in 2010 and in 2011.  
 
Figure 5. 22: School Community Involvement - Affiliate respondents 
Figure 5. 22 plots  the  Affiliate  respondents’  2010  School  Community  Involvement  score  
against their 2011 School Community Involvement score. Similar to the Hub respondents the 
majority of respondents reported similar levels of the School Community Involvement in 
2010 and 2011. However, approximately 8 respondents (21%) demonstrated a substantial 
positive shift in level of the construct while 6 respondents (16%) demonstrated a negative 
shift. The extreme outliers are worthy of further investigation in an attempt to plumb the 
reasons for such a shift. Unlike the Hub respondents the data points are tending to be evenly 
spread along the guideline band indicating a wider range of levels of the construct across 
Affiliate respondents. 
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Figure 5.23 School Community Involvement - non-SSLC respondents 
Figure 5.23 plots the Non-SSLC respondents’  2010  School  Community  Involvement  score  
against their 2011 School Community Involvement score. Nearly all respondents reported 
similar levels of the School Community Involvement construct in 2010 and 2011. However 2 
respondents (14%) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct while 
one respondent demonstrated a negative shift. It should also be noted the data points are 
tending to cluster in the lower left quadrant indicating a proportion of Affiliate respondents 
are reporting relatively low levels of the construct in 2010 and in 2011. 
 
 
Figure 5.24 Box Plot - School Community Involvement x Year x Type 
The box plot illustrated in Figure 5.24 would suggest that Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC 
respondents view the level of the construct to be about equivalent across the two time 
periods, i.e., levels are being sustained. There is a suggestion that Affiliate and non-SSLC 
respondents’ levels of the construct have decreased slightly. In 2010, 50% of Hub 
respondents (25th to 75th percentile) viewed the level of the construct to range between 
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approximately 2 and 7. This range contracted in 2011 to sit between 2.7 and 4. It is unlikely 
these shifts are statistically significant. 
 
Figure 5.25 95% error bars - School Community Involvement x Year x Type 
Figure 5.25 illustrates the 95% confidence band for the mean School Community 
Involvement score for each school respondent type across 2010 and 2011. The information 
conveyed reinforces the observations made based on the box plot. All respondents in the 
main see their schools maintaining similar levels of the construct in 2010 and 2011.  
To test inferentially the observations based on the information conveyed by the box plot and 
error bar graphs a mixed method factorial repeated measures ANOVA was conducted.  
 
Table 5.11 School Community Involvement - Descriptive Statistics ANOVA, 2010 and 2011 
Construct Respondent type M SD n 
School Community 
Involvement 2010  
Hub 4.1068 2.69497 16 
Affiliate 3.9282 1.69097 38 
Non-SSLC 3.3475 1.72401 14 
Total 3.8506 1.96309 68 
School Community 
Involvement 2011  
Hub 3.8062 2.03451 16 
Affiliate 4.0357 2.06849 38 
Non-SSLC 3.3204 2.01550 14 
Total 3.8344 2.03865 68 
 
Table 5.11 quantifies some of the descriptives illustrated in the box and error bar graphs. 
Total mean gain scores across all respondents are almost identical implying the main effect of 
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year in the repeated measures analysis will not be significant. This observation is also true for 
comparisons across years between respondent types. 
 
Table 5.12 School Community Involvement - Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
Measure: Engage 
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p ηp2 
Year Sphericity Assumed .151 1 .151 .074 .787 .001 
Greenhouse-Geisser .151 1.000 .151 .074 .787 .001 
Huynh-Feldt .151 1.000 .151 .074 .787 .001 
Lower-bound .151 1.000 .151 .074 .787 .001 
Year * 
TSID_SSLC_
TYPE 
Sphericity Assumed .938 2 .469 .229 .796 .007 
Greenhouse-Geisser .938 2.000 .469 .229 .796 .007 
Huynh-Feldt .938 2.000 .469 .229 .796 .007 
Lower-bound .938 2.000 .469 .229 .796 .007 
Error(year) Sphericity Assumed 133.166 65 2.049    
Greenhouse-Geisser 133.166 65.000 2.049    
Huynh-Feldt 133.166 65.000 2.049    
Lower-bound 133.166 65.000 2.049    
 
Table 5.12 lists the within subjects effect on School Community Involvement across 2010 
and 2011. It also tests the interaction effect of respondent type by year, i.e., did the 
incremental level of School Community Involvement differ in some way across respondent 
type? 
The main effect of year was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level, F (1, 65) = 0.074, 
p=0.787, ηp2 = 0.001.  
The interaction effect between year and respondent type was not statistically significant at the 
0.05 level, F (2, 65) = 0.229, p = 0.796. This tells us that main effect of year on the construct 
was not influenced by the differential responses of different respondent types. A decision to 
conduct post hoc tests of the actual differences will be informed by an examination of the plot 
of marginal means. 
 
Table 5.13 School Community Involvement – Between-Subjects Effects 
Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p ηp2 
Intercept 1585.906 1 1585.906 262.020 .000 .801 
TSID_SSLC_TYPE 9.134 2 4.567 .755 .474 .023 
Error 393.419 65 6.053    
 
Table 5.13 lists the between subject effects, i.e., if we ignore differential effects between 
2010 and 2011, did level of School Community Involvement differ between types of 
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respondents? This difference was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level F (2, 65) = 
0.755, p= 0.474. 
 
Figure 5.26 Estimated Margin Means - School Community Involvement x Year x Type 
Figure 5.26 illustrates the marginal means for School Community Involvement construct 
levels across year and respondent type. The figure reinforces the information derived from 
the box plot, error bar charts and the mixed method ANOVA. There is a slight indication of 
an interaction effect involving Hub school respondents between 2010 and 2011. A paired 
sample t test was conducted to test this observation. 
On average Hub respondents reported lower levels of the construct School Community 
Involvement in 2011(M = 3.81, SD = 2.03) than in 2010 (M = 4.11, SD = 2.69). This 
difference was not statistically significant t (15) = 0.560, p = 0.584. 
A one way ANOVA across respondent types conducted at the 2010 time period revealed no 
significant differences between respondent types on the level of the construct – F (2, 65) = 
0.619, p=0.542. 
A one way ANOVA across respondent types conducted at the 2011 time period revealed no 
significant differences between respondent types on the level of the construct – F (2, 65) = 
0.625, p=0.539. 
5.5 High Expectations Leadership construct 
The High Expectations Leadership construct was mapped by 8 items. The construct was 
found to split into two uni-dimensional factors. One factor was primarily concerned with 
extrinsic factors to promote High Expectation Leadership in the school, e.g., mentoring staff 
and promotion of the values at staff meetings. The second factor was more closely aligned 
with how High Expectations Leadership was operationalised in the school. These constructs 
were  labelled  “Promoting  High  Expectation  Leadership”  and  “High  Expectation  Leadership  
Enactment”  respectively and mapped on a 9 point Likert scale (1  =  “not  much”;; 9  =  “a  lot”): 
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5.5.1 Promoting High Expectations Leadership 
The construct Promoting High Expectations Leadership mapped by the following four items: 
 High expectations for Indigenous student learning are promoted in staff meetings; 
 Staffs are mentored in the importance of setting high expectations for Indigenous 
students; 
 The school staff takes collective responsibility for unlocking potential in Indigenous 
students; and 
 Parents of Indigenous students are consulted about high expectations for their 
children. 
Ninety two respondents completed the Promoting High Expectations Leadership items in 
both 2010 and 2011. The breakdown across respondent type is shown in Table 5.14. 
 
Table 5.14 Promoting High Expectations Leadership Sample 
Type F % 
Hub 20 21.7 
Affiliate 47 51.1 
Non-SSLC 25 27.2 
Total 92 100.0 
 
 
Figure 5.27 Promoting High Expectations Leadership - all respondents 
Figure 5.27 plots  the  respondents’  2010  Promoting  High  Expectations  Leadership  score  
against their 2011 Promoting High Expectations Leadership score. Many respondents 
reported similar levels of the Promoting High Expectations Leadership construct in 2010 and 
2011, however a substantial number reported moderate to large increases in the level of the 
construct. This is indicated by data points to the right of the two guidelines. Approximately 
29 respondents (32 %) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct while 
10 respondents (11%) demonstrated a negative shift. The extreme outliers are worthy of 
further investigation in an attempt to plumb the reasons for such a shift. 
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Figure 5.28 Promoting High Expectations Leadership - Hub respondents 
Figure 5.28 plots the Hub respondents’  2010  Promoting  High  Expectations  Leadership  score  
against their 2011 Promoting High Expectations Leadership score. A number of Hub 
respondents reported higher levels of the Promoting High Expectations Leadership construct 
in 2011 as compared to 2010. Those inside the guidelines were positioned in the top right 
quadrant indicating high level of the construct in 2010 and 2011 – a possible ceiling effect. 
Nine respondents (45%) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct 
while 5 respondents (25%) demonstrated a negative shift. The extreme outliers are worthy of 
further investigation in an attempt to plumb the reasons for such a shift.  
 
Figure 5.29 Promoting High Expectations Leadership - Affiliates respondents 
Figure 5.29 plots  the  Affiliate  respondents’  2010  Promoting  High  Expectations  Leadership  
score against their 2011 Promoting High Expectations Leadership score. Similar to the Hub 
respondents the majority of respondents reported similar levels of the Promoting High 
Expectations Leadership construct in 2010 and 2011. However 15 respondents (32%) 
demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct while 3 respondents (6%) 
demonstrated a negative shift. Similar to the Hub respondents the data points are tending to 
cluster in the upper right quadrant indicating a substantial proportion of Affiliate respondents 
are reporting high levels of the construct in 2010 and in 2011.. 
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Figure 5.30 Promoting High Expectations Leadership - non-SSLC respondents 
Figure 5.30 plots the non-SSLC  respondents’  2010  Promoting  High  Expectations  Leadership  
score against their 2011 Promoting High Expectations Leadership score. Similar to the 
Affiliate respondents, the majority of respondents reported similar levels of the Promoting 
High Expectations Leadership construct in 2010 and 2011. However approximately 7 
respondents (28%) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct while 2 
respondent (8%) demonstrated a negative shift. 
 
 
Figure 5.31  Box Plot - Promoting High Expectations Leadership x Year x Type 
The box plot illustrated in Figure 5.31 would suggest that Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC 
respondents view the level of the construct to have increased across the two time periods. 
This is indicated by the lower limit of box moving up approximately one level for all 
respondent types between 2010 and 2011. 
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Figure 5.32  95% error bars - Promoting High Expectations Leadership x Year x Type 
Figure 5.32 illustrates the 95% confidence band for the mean Promoting High Expectations 
Leadership for each school respondent type across 2010 and 2011. The information conveyed 
reinforces the observations made based on the box plot. Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC 
respondents in the main see their schools having increased levels of the construct in 2011 
compared with 2010. However it is unlikely that there is a statistically significant difference 
in level of the construct between respondent types within years.  
To test inferentially the observations based on the information conveyed by the box plot and 
error bar graphs a mixed method factorial repeated measures ANOVA was conducted.  
 
Table 5.15 Promoting High Expectations Leadership - Descriptive Statistics ANOVA, 2010-2011 
Construct Respondent type M SD n 
Promoting High 
Expectations Leadership 
2010  
Hub 5.6707 2.53174 20 
Affiliate 5.2781 2.07030 47 
Non-SSLC 4.4903 2.37393 25 
Total 5.1494 2.27571 92 
Promoting High 
Expectations Leadership 
2011  
Hub 6.3111 2.44218 20 
Affiliate 6.4244 2.24491 47 
Non-SSLC 5.7365 2.07458 25 
Total 6.2128 2.23952 92 
 
Table 5.15 quantifies some of the descriptives illustrated in the box and error bar graphs. 
Total mean gain scores across all respondents are in the order of one level of the construct 
suggesting the main effect of year in the repeated measures analysis will be significant. It is 
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also evident differences in level of the construct between respondent types narrowed in 2011 
as compared to 2010. 
 
Table 5.16 Promoting High Expectations Leadership - Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
Measure:helprom 
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
Year Sphericity Assumed 41.332 1 41.332 12.443 .001 
Greenhouse-Geisser 41.332 1.000 41.332 12.443 .001 
Huynh-Feldt 41.332 1.000 41.332 12.443 .001 
Lower-bound 41.332 1.000 41.332 12.443 .001 
Year * 
TSID_SSLC
_TYPE 
Sphericity Assumed 2.369 2 1.184 .357 .701 
Greenhouse-Geisser 2.369 2.000 1.184 .357 .701 
Huynh-Feldt 2.369 2.000 1.184 .357 .701 
Lower-bound 2.369 2.000 1.184 .357 .701 
Error(year) Sphericity Assumed 295.637 89 3.322   
Greenhouse-Geisser 295.637 89.000 3.322   
Huynh-Feldt 295.637 89.000 3.322   
Lower-bound 295.637 89.000 3.322   
 
Table 5.16 lists the within subjects effect of Promoting High Expectations Leadership across 
2010 and 2011. It also tests the interaction effect of respondent type by year, i.e., did the 
incremental level of Promoting High Expectations Leadership differ in some way across 
respondent type. 
The main effect of year was statistically significant at the 0.05 level, F (1, 89) = 12.443, 
p=0.001, ηp2 = 0.12 and represents a medium effect size. This tells us if we ignore which type 
of respondent the rating came from there is a statistical difference in the level of Promoting 
High Expectations Leadership from 2010 to 2011. Informed by an examination of the plots of 
marginal means post hoc tests will be conducted to plumb any respondent specific differences 
in construct level between 2010 and 2011. 
The interaction effect between year and respondent type was not statistically significant at the 
0.05 level, F (2, 89) = 0.357, p = 0.701. This tells us that main effect of year on the construct 
was not influenced by the differential responses of different respondent types. A decision to 
conduct post hoc tests of the actual differences will be informed by an examination of the plot 
of marginal means. 
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Table 5.17 Promoting High Expectations Leadership – Between Subjects Effects 
Source 
Type III Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p ηp2 
Intercept 5167.133 1 5167.133 757.620 .000 .895 
TSID_SSLC_TYPE 22.674 2 11.337 1.662 .196 .036 
Error 606.999 89 6.820    
 
Table 5.17 lists the between subject effects, i.e., if we ignore differential effects between 
2010 and 2011 did level of Promoting High Expectations Leadership differ between types of 
respondents? This difference was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level F (2, 83) = 
1.662, p= 0.196. 
 
 
Figure 5. 33 Estimated margin means - Promoting High Expectations Leadership x Year x Type 
Figure 5. 33 illustrates the marginal means for Promoting High Expectations Leadership 
across year and respondent type. The main effect for year was statistically significant but 
there is a hint of an interaction effect with Affiliate and non-SSLC respondents having 
experienced differentially larger gains than Hub respondents. Paired sample t tests were 
conducted to test this observation. 
On average non-SSLC respondents reported higher levels of the construct Promoting High 
Expectations Leadership in 2011(M = 5.74, SD = 2.07) than in 2010 (M = 4.49, SD = 2.37). 
This difference was statistically significant t (24) = 2.61, p = 0.015, r=0.47 and represents a 
medium effect size. 
On average Affiliate respondents reported higher levels of the construct Promoting High 
Expectations Leadership in 2011(M = 6.42, SD = 2.26) than in 2010 (M = 5.28, SD = 2.07). 
This difference was statistically significant t (46) = 3.35, p = 0.015, r=0.44 and represents a 
medium effect size. 
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On average Hub respondents reported higher levels of the construct Promoting High 
Expectations Leadership in 2011(M = 6.31, SD = 2.44) than in 2010 (M = 5.67, SD = 2.53). 
This difference was not statistically significant t (19) = 0.880, p = 0.390. Analysis of the 
scatter plot might suggest that “ceiling  effects”  may  have  contributed  to  the non-significant 
result. 
A one way ANOVA across respondent types conducted at the 2010 time period revealed no 
significant differences between respondent types on the level of the construct – F (2, 89) = 
1.67, p=0.194. 
A one way ANOVA across respondent types conducted at the 2011 time period revealed no 
significant differences between respondent types on the level of the construct – F (2, 89) = 
0.791, p=0.457. 
5.5.2 High Expectation Leadership Enactment  
The construct High Expectation Leadership Enactment was mapped by the following three 
items on  a  9  point  Likert  scale  (1  =  “not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”): 
 Indigenous students are challenged to achieve their potential; 
 High expectations for Indigenous student achievement are promoted in school 
policies; and 
 High expectations for Indigenous student learning are embedded in my classroom 
context. 
Ninety one respondents completed the High Expectation Leadership Enactment items in both 
2010 and 2011. The breakdown across respondent type is shown in Table 5.18. 
 
Table 5.18  High Expectation Leadership Enactment sample 
Type n % 
Hub 20 22.0 
Affiliate 47 51.6 
Non-SSLC 24 26.4 
Total 91 100.0 
 
 
Figure 5.34 High Expectation Leadership Enactment - all respondents 
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Figure 5.34 plots  the  respondents’  2010  High  Expectation  Leadership  Enactment  score  
against their 2011 High Expectation Leadership Enactment score. Many respondents reported 
similar levels of the High Expectation Leadership Enactment construct in 2010 and 2011 
however a substantial number reported moderate to large increases in the level of the 
construct. This is indicated by data points to the right of the two guidelines. Approximately 
19 respondents (21%) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct this is 
despite obvious ceiling effects. Four respondents (4.1%) demonstrated a negative shift. There 
is also heavy clustering in the upper right quadrant indicating high levels of the construct in 
2010 were maintained in 2011.  
 
 
Figure 5.35 High Expectation Leadership Enactment - Hub respondents 
Figure 5.35 plots the Hub respondents’  2010  High  Expectation  Leadership  Enactment  score  
against their 2011 High Expectation Leadership Enactment score. The majority of Hub 
respondents maintained their levels of the High Expectation Leadership Enactment in 2011 as 
compared to 2010. Those inside the guidelines were positioned in the top right quadrant 
indicating high level of the construct in 2010 and 2011 – a possible ceiling effect. Two 
respondents (10%) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct while 3 
respondents (15%) demonstrated a negative shift. It is clear from this figure that Hub 
respondents view their schools as having relatively high level of the construct and those 
levels are being maintained. 
  
Appendix 5 
104 
 
Figure 5.36 High Expectation Leadership Enactment - Affiliates respondents 
Figure 5.36 plots  the  Affiliate  respondents’  2010  High  Expectation Leadership Enactment 
score against their 2011 High Expectation Leadership Enactment score. Similar to the Hub 
respondents the majority of respondents reported similar levels of the High Expectation 
Leadership Enactment construct in 2010 and 2011. However 11 respondents (23%) 
demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct while 2 respondents (4%) 
demonstrated a negative shift. Similar to the Hub respondents the data points are tending to 
cluster in the upper right quadrant indicating a substantial proportion of Affiliate respondents 
are reporting high levels of the construct in 2010 and in 2011. 
 
 
Figure 5.37 High Expectation Leadership Enactment - non-SSLC respondents 
Figure 5.37 plots the Non-SSLC  respondents’  2010  High  Expectation  Leadership  Enactment  
score against their 2011 High Expectation Leadership Enactment score. Similar to the Hub 
and Affiliate respondents the majority of non-SSLC respondents reported similar levels of the 
High Expectation Leadership Enactment construct in 2010 and 2011. However 5 respondents 
(21%) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct while 1 respondent 
(4%) demonstrated a negative shift. Similar to Hub and Affiliate responses there is a 
tendency for data points to cluster in the upper right quadrant indicating high levels of the 
construct in 2010 have been maintained in 2011. 
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It is worth noting that all respondent types seemed to report relatively high levels of the High 
Expectation Leadership Enactment construct across both years when compared to the other 
constructs. 
 
 
Figure 5.38 Box plot - High Expectation Leadership Enactment x Year x Type 
The box plot illustrated in Figure 5.38 would suggest that Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC 
respondents view the level of the construct to have been maintained at a relatively high level 
across the two time periods. A notable change in the distribution of the level of the construct 
of the Affiliate and to a lesser extent in the non-SSLC respondents the contraction of the 
lower 25% of respondents i.e. on average the lower 25% have increased the observed level of 
the construct. 
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Figure 5.39 95% error bars - High Expectation Leadership Enactment x Year x Type 
Figure 5.39 illustrates the 95% confidence band for the mean High Expectation Leadership 
Enactment for each school respondent type across 2010 and 2011. The information conveyed 
reinforces the observations made based on the box plot. Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC 
respondents in the main see their schools having high levels of the construct in 2011 and in 
2010. There is an indication that Affiliate and non-SSLC respondents reported on average 
slightly higher levels of the construct in 2011 compared to 2010.  
To test inferentially the observations based on the information conveyed by the box plot and 
error bar graphs a mixed method factorial repeated measures ANOVA was conducted.  
 
Table 5.19 High Expectation Leadership Enactment - Descriptive Statistics ANOVA, 2010-2011 
Construct Respondent type  M SD n 
Expectation Leadership 
Enactment 2010  
Hub 7.5760 1.17799 20 
Affiliate 6.9563 2.00357 47 
Non-SSLC 6.6887 2.16299 24 
Total 7.0219 1.90798 91 
Expectation Leadership 
Enactment 2011  
Hub 7.4764 1.26568 20 
Affiliate 7.7188 1.58824 47 
Non-SSLC 7.3340 1.71346 24 
Total 7.5640 1.55116 91 
 
Table 5.19 quantifies some of the descriptives illustrated in the box and error bar graphs. 
Total mean gain scores across all respondents are in the order of half of one level of the 
construct suggesting the main effect of year in the repeated measures analysis may be 
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significant. It is also evident that Affiliate and non-SSLC respondents reported slight gains 
while Hub respondents dropped back slightly. 
 
Table 5.20 High Expectation Leadership Enactment – Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
Measure: Helenact 
Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
year Sphericity Assumed 7.577 1 7.577 4.400 .039 
Greenhouse-Geisser 7.577 1.000 7.577 4.400 .039 
Huynh-Feldt 7.577 1.000 7.577 4.400 .039 
Lower-bound 7.577 1.000 7.577 4.400 .039 
year * 
TSID_SSLC_
TYPE 
Sphericity Assumed 5.388 2 2.694 1.564 .215 
Greenhouse-Geisser 5.388 2.000 2.694 1.564 .215 
Huynh-Feldt 5.388 2.000 2.694 1.564 .215 
Lower-bound 5.388 2.000 2.694 1.564 .215 
Error(year) Sphericity Assumed 151.551 88 1.722   
Greenhouse-Geisser 151.551 88.000 1.722   
Huynh-Feldt 151.551 88.000 1.722   
Lower-bound 151.551 88.000 1.722   
 
Table 5.20 lists the within subjects effect of High Expectation Leadership Enactment across 
2010 and 2011. It also tests the interaction effect of respondent type by year, i.e., did the 
incremental level of High Expectation Leadership Enactment differ in some way across 
respondent type. 
The main effect of year was statistically significant at the 0.05 level, F (1, 88) = 4.400, 
p=0.039, ηp2 = 0.48 and represents a medium effect size. This tells us if we ignore which type 
of respondent the rating came from there is a statistical difference in the level of High 
Expectation Leadership Enactment from 2010 to 2011. Informed by an examination of the 
plots of marginal means post hoc tests will be conducted to plumb any respondent specific 
differences in construct level between 2010 and 2011. 
The interaction effect between year and respondent type was not statistically significant at the 
0.05 level, F (2, 88) = 1.564, p = 0.215. This tells us that main effect of year on the construct 
was not influenced by the differential responses of different respondent types. A decision to 
conduct post hoc tests of the actual differences will be informed by an examination of the plot 
of marginal means. 
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Table 5.21 High Expectation Leadership Enactment –Between Subject Effects 
Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p ηp2 
Intercept 8473.608 1 8473.608 1956.766 .000 .957 
TSID_SSLC_TYPE 6.170 2 3.085 .712 .493 .016 
Error 381.077 88 4.330    
 
Table 5.21 lists the between subject effects, i.e., if we ignore differential effects between 
2010 and 2011, did level of High Expectation Leadership Enactment differ between types of 
respondents? This difference was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level F (2, 88) = 
0.712, p= 0.493. 
 
 
Figure 5.40 Estimated margin means - High Expectation Leadership Enactment 
Figure 5.40 illustrates the marginal means for High Expectation Leadership Enactment across 
year and respondent type. The main effect for year was statistically significant but there is a 
hint of an interaction effect with Affiliate and non-SSLC respondents having experienced 
differentially larger gains while Hub respondents recorded a slight decrease in level of the 
construct. Paired sample t tests were conducted to test this observation. 
On average non-SSLC respondents reported higher levels of the construct High Expectation 
Leadership Enactment in 2011(M= 7.33, SD = 1.71) than in 2010 (M = 6.69, SD = 2.16). This 
difference was not statistically significant t (23) = 1.91, p = 0.069, r=0.27. 
On average Affiliate respondents reported higher levels of the construct High Expectation 
Leadership Enactment in 2011(M = 7.7242, SD = 1.59) than in 2010 (M = 6.96, SD = 2.00). 
This difference was statistically significant t (46) = 2.63, p = 0.012, r=0.36 and represents a 
medium effect size. 
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On average Hub respondents reported slightly lower levels of the construct High Expectation 
Leadership Enactment in 2011(M = 7.48, SD = 1.27) than in 2010 (M = 7.57, SD = 1.12). 
This difference was not statistically significant t (19) = 0.254, p = 0.802, r = 0.05.  
A one way ANOVA across respondent types conducted at the 2010 time period revealed no 
significant differences between respondent types on the level of the construct – F (2, 88) = 
1.24, p=0.293. 
A one way ANOVA across respondent types conducted at the 2011 time period revealed no 
significant differences between respondent types on the level of the construct – F (2, 88) = 
0.524, p=0.594. 
5.6 Indigenous Leadership Construct 
The construct Indigenous Leadership was mapped by the following four items on a 9 point 
Likert  scale  (1  =  “not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”): 
 Indigenous community members are involved in curriculum planning; 
 Indigenous staff  hold committee positions in the school; 
 Indigenous community members hold committee positions on governance boards 
(e.g., councils and leadership groups); and 
 Indigenous community members involved with the school mentor staff. 
Sixty-seven respondents completed the Indigenous Leadership items in both 2010 and 2011. 
The breakdown across respondent type is shown in Table 5.22. 
 
Table 5.22 Indigenous Leadership Sample 
Type n % 
Hub 13 19.4 
Affiliate 38 56.7 
Non-SSLC 16 23.9 
Total 67 100.0 
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Figure 5.41 Indigenous Leadership - all respondents 
Figure 5.41 plots  the  respondents’  2010  Indigenous  Leadership  score  against  their  2011  
Indigenous Leadership score. Many respondents reported similar levels of the Indigenous 
Leadership construct in 2010 and 2011 however a substantial number reported moderate to 
large increases in the level of the construct. This is indicated by data points to the right of the 
two guidelines. Approximately 15 respondents (22%) demonstrated a substantial positive 
shift in level of the construct while 9 respondents (13%) demonstrated a negative shift.  
 
 
Figure 5.42 Indigenous Leadership - Hub respondents 
Figure 5.42 plots the Hub respondents’  2010  Indigenous  Leadership  score  against  their  2011  
Indigenous Leadership score. The majority of Hub respondents view their school as 
maintaining the level of the construct across the time period. Hub respondents are spread 
reasonably evenly along the continuum. One respondent demonstrated a substantial positive 
shift in level of the construct while 1 respondent demonstrated a negative shift. 
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Figure 5.43 Indigenous Leadership - Affiliate respondents 
Figure 5.43 plots  the  Affiliate  respondents’  2010  Indigenous  Leadership  score  against  their 
2011 Indigenous Leadership score. The majority of Affiliate respondents reported similar 
levels of the Indigenous Leadership construct in 2010 and 2011. However 11 respondents 
(29%) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct while 5 respondents 
(13%) demonstrated a negative shift. Similar to the Hub respondents the data points are 
relatively evenly distributed along the continuum.   
 
 
Figure 5.44 Indigenous Leadership - non-SSLC respondents 
Figure 5.44 plots the non-SSLC  respondents’  2010  Indigenous  Leadership  score  against  their  
2011 Indigenous Leadership score. The majority of non-SSLC respondents reported similar 
levels of the Indigenous Leadership construct in 2010 and 2011. However 3 respondents 
(18%) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct while 3 respondents 
(18%) demonstrated a negative shift. Similar to the Hub and Affiliate respondents the data 
points are relatively evenly distributed along the continuum. 
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Figure 5.45 Box plot - Indigenous Leadership x Year x Type 
The box plot illustrated in Figure 5.45 would suggest a slight consolidation in the view of 
Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC respondents as to the level of the construct with the 75th 
percentile moving upwards across the two time periods. 
 
 
Figure 5. 46: 95% error bars - Indigenous Leadership x Year x Type 
Figure 5. 46 illustrates the 95% confidence band for the mean Indigenous Leadership for each 
school respondent type across 2010 and 2011. The information conveyed reinforces the 
observations made based on the box plot. There is an indication that Hub and Affiliate 
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respondents reported on average slightly higher levels of the construct in 2011 compared to 
2010. These gains are unlikely to be statistically significant. 
To test inferentially the observations based on the information conveyed by the box plot and 
error bar graphs a mixed method factorial repeated measures ANOVA was conducted.  
 
Table 5.23 Indigenous Leadership - Descriptive statistics ANOVA, 2010-2011 
Construct Respondent type M SD n 
Indigenous leadership 
2010  
Hub 4.1589 2.93515 13 
Affiliate 4.4314 2.34131 38 
Non-SSLC 3.6731 2.32081 16 
Total 4.1975 2.44173 67 
Indigenous leadership 
2011  
Hub 4.6432 2.74309 13 
Affiliate 4.7219 2.23039 38 
Non-SSLC 3.7834 2.47482 16 
Total 4.4825 2.38861 67 
 
Table 5.23 quantifies some of the descriptives illustrated in the box and error bar graphs. 
Total mean gain scores across all respondents are in the order of one third of one level of the 
construct suggesting the main effect of year in the repeated measures analysis may be 
significant. It is also evident that Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC respondents all reported slight 
gains in the level of the construct across the time period. 
 
Table 5.24 Indigenous Leadership - Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
Measure: Indiglead 
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p ηp2 
Year Sphericity Assumed 2.363 1 2.363 1.455 .232 .022 
Greenhouse-Geisser 2.363 1.000 2.363 1.455 .232 .022 
Huynh-Feldt 2.363 1.000 2.363 1.455 .232 .022 
Lower-bound 2.363 1.000 2.363 1.455 .232 .022 
Year * 
TSID_SSLC
_TYPE 
Sphericity Assumed .503 2 .252 .155 .857 .005 
Greenhouse-Geisser .503 2.000 .252 .155 .857 .005 
Huynh-Feldt .503 2.000 .252 .155 .857 .005 
Lower-bound .503 2.000 .252 .155 .857 .005 
Error(year) Sphericity Assumed 103.951 64 1.624    
Greenhouse-Geisser 103.951 64.000 1.624    
Huynh-Feldt 103.951 64.000 1.624    
Lower-bound 103.951 64.000 1.624    
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Table 5.24 lists the within subjects effect of Indigenous Leadership across 2010 and 2011. It 
also tests the interaction effect of respondent type by year, i.e., did the incremental level of 
Indigenous Leadership differ in some way across respondent type. 
The main effect of year was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level, F (1, 64) = 1.455, 
p=0.232, ηp2 = 0.022.  
The interaction effect between year and respondent type was not statistically significant at the 
0.05 level, F (2, 64) = 0.155, p = 0.875, ηp2 = 0.005. This tells us that main effect of year on 
the construct was not influenced by the differential responses of different respondent types. A 
decision to conduct post hoc tests of the actual differences will be informed by an 
examination of the plot of marginal means. 
 
Table 5.25 Indigenous Leadership - Between Subject Effects 
Source 
Type III Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F p ηp2 
Intercept 1948.150 1 1948.150 192.033 .000 .750 
TSID_SSLC_TYPE 16.329 2 8.165 .805 .452 .025 
Error 649.273 64 10.145    
 
Table 5.25 lists the between subject effects, i.e., if we ignore differential effects between 
2010 and 2011, did levels of Indigenous Leadership differ between types of respondents? 
This difference was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level - F (2, 64) = 0.805, p= 0.452. 
 
 
Figure 5.47 Estimated Marginal Means - Indigenous Leadership 
Figure 5.47 illustrates the marginal means for Indigenous Leadership across year and 
respondent type. There is a hint of an oblique interaction effect for Hub respondents having 
experienced differentially slightly larger gains across the time interval than Affiliate or non-
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SSLC respondents. A paired sample t test was conducted to test if the gain was statistically 
significant. 
On average Hub respondents reported slightly higher levels of the construct Indigenous 
Leadership in 2011(M = 4.64, SD = 2.74) than in 2010 (M = 4.16, SD = 2.93). This difference 
was not statistically significant t (12) = 1.307, p = 0.216, r = 0.37. 
A one way ANOVA across respondent types conducted at the 2010 time period revealed no 
significant differences between respondent types on the level of the construct – F (2, 64) = 
0.537, p =0.587. 
A one way ANOVA across respondent types conducted at the 2011 time period revealed no 
significant differences between respondent types on the level of the construct – F (2, 64) = 
0.903, p =0.410. 
 
5.7 Cultural Knowledge 
The Cultural Knowledge construct attempts to gauge the level to which respondents have a 
working knowledge of Indigenous culture, geography and history. The construct was mapped 
by the following four items on a 9  point  Likert  scale  (1  =  “not  much”;;  9  =  “a  lot”): 
 
 I have read research on supporting Indigenous student learning (e.g., journal articles, 
conference papers, policy reports); 
 I have participated in professional development activities focused on supporting 
Indigenous student learning; 
 I am familiar with the Indigenous  histories of the community where I teach; and 
 I am familiar with the Indigenous geographies and place names of the community 
where I teach. 
One hundred respondents completed the Cultural Knowledge items in both 2010 and 2011. 
The breakdown across respondent type is shown in Table 5.26. 
 
Table 5.26 Cultural Knowledge Sample 
Type n % 
Hub 23 23.0 
Affiliate 49 49.0 
Non-SSLC 28 28.0 
Total 100 100.0 
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Figure 5.48 Cultural Knowledge - all respondents 
Figure 5.43 plots  the  respondents’  2010  Cultural  Knowledge  score  against  their  2011  Cultural  
Knowledge score. The majority of respondents reported similar levels of the Cultural 
Knowledge construct in 2010 and 2011. This is indicated by data points tracking between the 
two guidelines. However 4 respondents (4%) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level 
of the construct while 7 respondents (7%) demonstrated a negative shift. 
 
Figure 5.49 Cultural Knowledge - Hub respondents 
Figure 5.49 plots the Hub respondents’  2010  Cultural  Knowledge  score  against  their  2011  
Cultural Knowledge score. The majority of respondents reported similar levels of the Cultural 
Knowledge construct in 2010 and 2011. This is indicated by data points tracking between the 
two guidelines and could be taken as a top level indicator of sustainability of the effect. 
However one respondent demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct 
while another demonstrated a negative shift.  
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Figure 5.50 Cultural Knowledge - Affiliate respondents 
Figure 5.50 plots  the  Affiliate  respondents’  2010  Cultural  Knowledge  score  against  their  
2011 Cultural Knowledge score. Similar to the Hub respondents the majority of respondents 
reported similar levels of the Cultural Knowledge construct in 2010 and 2011. However 2 
respondents (4%) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the construct while 6 
respondents (12%) demonstrated a negative shift. 
 
Figure 5.51 Cultural Knowledge - non-SSLC respondents 
Figure 5.51 plots the non-SSLC  respondents’  2010  Cultural  Knowledge  score  against  their  
2011 Cultural Knowledge score. Nearly all respondents reported similar levels of the Cultural 
Knowledge construct in 2010 and 2011. Two respondents were to the right of the guideline 
band indicative of a positive shift in level of the construct. These two respondents were 
coming off a very low base line however. 
 
Appendix 5 
118 
 
Figure 5.52 Box Plot - Cultural Knowledge x Year x Type 
The box plot illustrated in Figure 5.52 would suggest that Affiliate respondents view the level 
of the construct to be about equivalent across the two time periods, i.e., levels are being 
sustained. There is a suggestion that Hub respondent levels of the construct have decreased 
slightly while non-SSLC respondent levels have increased slightly.  
 
 
Figure 5.53 95% error bars - Cultural Knowledge x Year x Type 
Figure 5.53 illustrates the 95% confidence band for the mean Cultural Knowledge construct 
score for each school respondent type across 2010 and 2011. The information conveyed 
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reinforces the observations made based on the box plot. All respondents in the main see their 
schools maintaining similar levels of the construct in 2010 and 2011. A slight growth in the 
level of the construct observed by non-SSLC respondents and a slight decrease in the case of 
Hub respondents is suggested . 
To test inferentially the observations based on the information conveyed by the box plot and 
error bar graphs a mixed method factorial repeated measures ANOVA was conducted.  
 
Table 5.27 Cultural Knowledge - Descriptive Statistics ANOVA, 2010-2011 
Construct Respondent type M SD n 
Cultural 
Knowledge 2010 
Hub 4.3236 1.45262 23 
Affiliate 4.2684 1.18067 49 
Non-SSLC 3.3843 1.23365 28 
Total 4.0335 1.31374 100 
Cultural 
Knowledge 2011 
Hub 3.9863 1.78986 23 
Affiliate 4.1275 1.16633 49 
Non-SSLC 3.7234 .94767 28 
Total 3.9819 1.28288 100 
 
Table 5.27 quantifies some of the descriptives illustrated in the box and error bar graphs. 
Mean difference scores would indicate Hub respondent construct levels decreased in the 
order of three tenths of one level of the construct while non-SSLC  respondents’  levels  
increase by approximately the same amount.  
Table 5.28 lists the within subjects effect on Cultural Knowledge across 2010 and 2011. It 
also tests the interaction effect of respondent type by year, i.e., did the incremental level of 
School Governance and Community Engagement differ in some way across respondent type. 
The main effect of year was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level, F (1, 97) = 0.170, p 
=0.681, ηp2 = 0.002.  
The interaction effect between year and respondent type is approaching statistical 
significance at the 0.05 level, F (2, 97) = 2.867, p = 0.062. This tells us that main effect of 
year on the construct may have been influenced by the differential responses of different 
respondent types. A decision to conduct post hoc tests of the actual differences will be 
informed by an examination of the plot of marginal means. 
Table 5.28 Cultural Knowledge - Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
Measure:culknow 
Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p ηp2 
Year Sphericity Assumed .097 1 .097 .170 .681 .002 
Greenhouse-Geisser .097 1.000 .097 .170 .681 .002 
Huynh-Feldt .097 1.000 .097 .170 .681 .002 
Lower-bound .097 1.000 .097 .170 .681 .002 
Year * Sphericity Assumed 3.272 2 1.636 2.867 .062 .056 
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TSID_SSLC
_TYPE 
Greenhouse-Geisser 3.272 2.000 1.636 2.867 .062 .056 
Huynh-Feldt 3.272 2.000 1.636 2.867 .062 .056 
Lower-bound 3.272 2.000 1.636 2.867 .062 .056 
Error(year) Sphericity Assumed 55.344 97 .571    
Greenhouse-Geisser 55.344 97.000 .571    
Huynh-Feldt 55.344 97.000 .571    
Lower-bound 55.344 97.000 .571    
 
Table 5.29 Cultural Knowledge - Between Subject Effects 
Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p ηp2 
Intercept 2846.761 1 2846.761 1065.738 .000 .917 
TSID_SSLC_TYPE 16.078 2 8.039 3.010 .054 .058 
Error 259.103 97 2.671    
 
Table 5.29 lists the between subject effects, i.e., if we ignore differential effects between 
2010 and 2011, did level of Cultural Knowledge differ between types of respondents? This 
difference approached statistical significance at the 0.05 level - F (2, 97) = 3.010, p = 0.054, 
ηp
2 = 0.058. This difference will be explored further with post hoc tests . 
 
Figure 5. 54 Estimated means - Cultural Knowledge x Year x Type 
Figure 5. 54 illustrates the marginal means for the Cultural Knowledge construct levels across 
year and respondent type. The figure reinforces the information derived from the box plot, 
error bar charts and the mixed method ANOVA. If differential effects are ignored it would 
appear there may be a difference in level of the construct between non-SSLC respondents and 
Hub/Affiliate respondents with little difference between Hub respondents and Affiliate 
respondents. It would also appear that non-SSLC respondent construct levels increased from 
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2010 to 2011 to close the gap with Hub and Affiliate respondent levels and this introduces a 
slight interaction effect.  
 
Table 5.30 Cultural Knowledge – Pair Wise Comparison x Type 
Measure: Culknow 
Respondent  
type 
M 
Difference SE p 
Hub Affiliate -.043 .292 .883 
Non-SSLC .601 .325 .068 
Affiliate Hub .043 .292 .883 
Non-SSLC .644* .274 .021 
Non-SSLC Hub -.601 .325 .068 
Affiliate -.644* .274 .021 
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
 
Table 5.30 quantifies some of the information displayed graphically in Figure 5. 54. Post hoc 
comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated a significant average mean difference (M1 - 
M2 = 0.644, p= .021) between Affiliate respondents and non-SSLC respondents. The average 
mean difference between Hub respondents and non-SSLC respondents approached 
significance M1 - M2 = 0.601, p = .068).  
The plot of marginal means would also suggest that there may be a significant increase in 
construct levels between 2010 and 2011 for non-SSLC respondents. A paired sample t test 
was conducted to test this observation. 
On average non-SSLC respondents reported higher levels of the construct Cultural 
Knowledge in 2011(M = 3.723, SD = 0.947) than in 2010 (M = 3.384, SD = 1.233). This 
difference was not statistically significant t (27) = 1.799, p = 0.83. 
A one way ANOVA across respondent types conducted at the 2010 time period revealed 
significant differences between respondent types on the level of the construct – F (2, 97) = 
5.163, p =0.007. 
Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated the mean score in 2010 for non-
SSLC respondents (M = 3.38 , SD = 1.23) was significantly different to the Hub respondents 
mean score (M = 4.32, SD = 1.45, p= 0.026) and the Affiliate respondent mean score (M 
=4.26, SD = 1.18. p = 0.011) but there was no statistical difference between Hub and Affiliate 
respondents mean level of the construct (p = 0.984). 
A one way ANOVA across respondent types conducted at the 2011 time period revealed no 
significant differences between respondent types on the level of the construct – F (2,97) = 
0.882, p =0.417. This result as compared to 2010 can mainly be attributed to non-SSLC 
respondents closing the gap between themselves and the Hub and Affiliate respondents 
corresponding to a slight decrease in Hub and Affiliates respondent construct levels .  
5.8 Cultural Engagement 
Eight items were proposed to map the Cultural Engagement scale. These items were: 
 I have had a conversation with Indigenous community members outside of school in 
the community where I teach; 
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 I have been invited to Indigenous family or Indigenous community gatherings in the 
community where I teach; 
 I have participated in Indigenous community events in the community where I teach 
(e.g., festivals, celebrations, gatherings); 
 I have met with the parent or caregiver of an Indigenous student I teach; 
 I have visited the home of an Indigenous student I teach; 
 I have had a conversation with the parent or caregiver of an Indigenous student I teach 
about something other than student achievement or behaviour; 
 I have visited an Indigenous organisation in the community where I teach (e.g., youth 
organisation, health or housing organisation, political organisation, community 
centre); and 
 I have shared a meal or refreshments with Indigenous people in a social environment. 
The items were scored as a frequency over a 6 month time interval and as a result the data 
spread roughly followed a Poisson distribution. This made it difficult to factor analyse or 
enter into a Rasch partial credit model. To overcome this restriction the data was transformed 
using a square root function. This had the effect of producing a more normal distribution and 
constraining the range. The transformed variable was then binned to produce ordinal 
categorical variables with four levels suitable for using in a Rasch analysis. 
A Rasch model was fitted to map the Cultural Engagement construct incorporating the eight 
items.  The  data  and  items  fitted  the  model  well  (χ2 (24) = 27.673, p = 0.274) with adequate 
measures of internal consistency; Person Separation Index (0.760) and Cronbach α (0.858). 
The scale was uni-dimensional and displayed good targeting as well as good individual item 
and person fit. No response dependency was detected. 
One hundred respondents completed the Cultural Engagement items in both 2010 and 2011. 
The breakdown across respondent type is shown in Table 5.31. 
 
Table 5.31 Cultural Engagement Sample 
Type n % 
Hub 23 23.0 
Affiliate 49 49.0 
Non-SSLC 28 28.0 
Total 100 100.0 
  Teacher Survey Descriptives 
  123 
 
 
Figure 5.55: Cultural Engagement - all respondents 
 
 plots  the  respondents’  2010  Cultural  Engagement  score  against  their  2011  Cultural  
Engagement score. The majority of respondents reported similar levels of the Cultural 
Engagement construct in 2010 and 2011. This is indicated by data points tracking between 
the two guidelines. However approximately 5 respondents (5%) demonstrated a substantial 
positive shift in level of the construct while 9 respondents (9%) demonstrated a negative 
shift. 
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Figure 5.56 Cultural Engagement - Hub respondents 
Figure 5.56 plots the Hub respondents’  2010  Cultural  Engagement  score  against  their  2011  
Cultural Engagement score. The majority of respondents reported similar levels of the 
Cultural Engagement construct in 2010 and 2011. This is indicated by data points tracking 
between the two guidelines and could be taken as a top level indicator of sustainability of the 
effect. However 4 respondents (17%) demonstrated a negative shift. 
 
 
Figure 5.57 Cultural Engagement - Affiliate respondents 
Figure 5.57 plots  the  Affiliate  respondents’  2010  Cultural  Engagement  score  against  their  
2011 Cultural Engagement score. Similar to the Hub respondents the majority of respondents 
reported similar levels of the Cultural Engagement in 2010 and 2011. However 
approximately 4 respondents (8%) demonstrated a substantial positive shift in level of the 
construct while 6 respondents (12%) demonstrated a negative shift. 
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Figure 5.58 Cultural Engagement - non-SSLC respondents 
Figure 5.58 plots the Non-SSLC  respondents’  2010  Cultural  Engagement  score  against  their  
2011 Cultural Engagement score. Nearly all respondents reported similar levels of the 
Cultural Engagement construct in 2010 and 2011. However 2 respondents (7%) demonstrated 
a substantial positive shift in level of the construct while one respondent (3.5%) demonstrated 
a negative shift. 
 
 
Figure 5.59 Box Plot - Cultural Engagement x Year x Type 
The box plot illustrated in Figure 5.59 would suggest that Hub, Affiliate and non-SSLC 
respondents view the level of the construct to be about equivalent across the two time 
periods, i.e., levels are being sustained. It is clear that Hub and Affiliate respondents on 
average register higher levels of the construct compared to non-SSLC respondents but similar 
levels to each other. 
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Figure 5.60 95% error bars - Cultural Engagement x Year x Type 
Figure 5.60 illustrates the 95% confidence band for the mean Cultural Engagement score for 
each respondent type across 2010 and 2011. The information conveyed reinforces the 
observations made based on the box plot. All respondents in the main are retaining similar 
levels of the construct in 2010 and 2011. It is also clear that on average Hub and Affiliate 
respondent construct levels are higher than the non-SSLC respondents. 
To test inferentially the observations based on the information conveyed by the box plot and 
error bar graphs a mixed method factorial repeated measures ANOVA was conducted.  
 
Table 5.32 Cultural Engagement - Descriptive statistics ANOVA, 2010-2011 
Construct 
Respondent type M SD n 
Cultural 
Engagement 
2010 
Hub 4.0701 1.89415 23 
Affiliate 3.6578 2.10011 49 
Non-SSLC 2.0761 1.74394 28 
Total 3.3098 2.09520 100 
Cultural 
Engagement 
2011 
Hub 3.6541 2.12122 23 
Affiliate 3.5274 1.83384 49 
Non-SSLC 2.2714 1.83760 28 
Total 3.2049 1.97389 100 
 
Table 5.32 quantifies some of the descriptives illustrated in the box and error bar graphs. 
Total mean gain score from 2010 to 2011 across all respondents is small and slightly negative 
implying the main effect of year in the repeated measures analysis will not be significant. 
This observation is also true for comparisons across years between respondent types. 
 
  Teacher Survey Descriptives 
  127 
Table 5.33 Cultural Engagement - Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
Measure:culturalengage 
Source 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p ηp2 
Year Sphericity 
Assumed 
.619 1 .619 .637 .427 .007 
Greenhouse-
Geisser 
.619 1.000 .619 .637 .427 .007 
Huynh-Feldt .619 1.000 .619 .637 .427 .007 
Lower-bound .619 1.000 .619 .637 .427 .007 
Year* 
TSID_SSLC_T
YPE 
Sphericity 
Assumed 
2.390 2 1.195 1.230 .297 .025 
Greenhouse-
Geisser 
2.390 2.000 1.195 1.230 .297 .025 
Huynh-Feldt 2.390 2.000 1.195 1.230 .297 .025 
Lower-bound 2.390 2.000 1.195 1.230 .297 .025 
Error(year) Sphericity 
Assumed 
94.246 97 .972    
Greenhouse-
Geisser 
94.246 97.000 .972    
Huynh-Feldt 94.246 97.000 .972    
Lower-bound 94.246 97.000 .972    
 
Table 5.33 lists the within subjects effect on Cultural Engagement across 2010 and 2011. It 
also tests the interaction effect of respondent type by year, i.e., did the incremental level of 
Cultural Engagement differ in some way across respondent type. 
The main effect of year was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level, F (1, 97) = 0.637, p 
=0.427, ηp2 = 0.007.  
The interaction effect between year and respondent type was not statistically significant at the 
0.05 level, F (2, 97) = 1.230, p = 0.297. This tells us that main effect of year on the construct 
was not influenced by the differential responses of different respondent types. A decision to 
conduct post hoc tests of the actual differences will be informed by an examination of the plot 
of marginal means. 
 
Table 5.34 Cultural Engagement - Between Subject Effects 
Source 
Type III Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F p ηp2 
Intercept 1861.590 1 1861.590 286.585 .000 .747 
TSID_SSLC_TYPE 93.599 2 46.799 7.205 .001 .129 
Error 630.090 97 6.496    
 
Table 5.34 lists the between subject effects, i.e., if we ignore differential effects between 
2010 and 2011, did level of Cultural Engagement differ between types of respondents? This 
difference was statistically significant at the 0.05 level F (2, 97) = 7.205, p = 0.001, ηp2 = 
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0.129 which represents a medium to large effect. This result was unpacked further using post 
hoc tests. 
 
Figure 5.61 Estimated Margin Means - Cultural Engagement 
Figure 5.61 illustrates the marginal means for Cultural Engagement construct levels across 
year and respondent type. The figure reinforces the information derived from the box plot, 
error bar charts and the mixed method ANOVA; in particular, level of the construct are 
reported as being lower with respect to non-SSLC respondents when compared to Hub and 
Affiliate respondents.  
 
Table 5.35 Cultural Engagement – Post hoc Tests x Type 
culturalengage 
Tukey HSD 
Respondent  
type 
Respondent 
type M Difference (I-J) SE p 
Hub Affiliate .2695 .45552 .825 
Like 1.6884* .50716 .004 
Affiliate Hub -.2695 .45552 .825 
Like 1.4189* .42694 .004 
Like Hub -1.6884* .50716 .004 
Affiliate -1.4189* .42694 .004 
 
Table 5.35 helps to unpack the statistically significant between subjects ANOVA test 
discussed earlier as well as quantify the information apparent in the margin mean plot. Post 
hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated a significant average mean difference 
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(M1 - M2 = 1.419, p = .004) between Affiliate respondents and non-SSLC respondents and 
between Hub respondents and non-SSLC respondents (M1 - M2 = 1.688, p = .004). There was 
no mean significant difference between Hub and Affiliate respondents (M1 - M2 = 0.270, p = 
0.825). 
A one way ANOVA across respondent types conducted at the 2010 time period revealed a 
significant differences between respondent types on the level of the construct – F (2, 97) = 
8.047, p =0.001. 
Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated a significant average mean 
difference in 2010 (M1 - M2 = 1.582, p = .003) between Affiliate respondents and non-SSLC 
respondents and between Hub respondents and non-SSLC respondents (M1 - M2 = 1.994, p = 
.001). There was no mean significant difference between Hub and Affiliate respondents (M1 - 
M2 = 0.412, p = 0.684). 
A one way ANOVA across respondent types conducted at the 2011 time period revealed a 
significant difference between respondent types on the level of the construct – F (2, 97) = 
4.710, p = 0.011. 
Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated a significant average mean 
difference in 2011 (M1 - M2 = 1.256, p = .018) between Affiliate respondents and non-SSLC 
respondents and between Hub respondents and non-SSLC respondents (M1 - M2 = 1.383, p = 
.030). There was no mean significant difference between Hub and Affiliate respondents (M1 - 
M2 = 0.127, p = 0.963). 
  
5.9 Analysis Teachers’  Experience;; Teachers’ Tenure   
On  the  teacher  survey  respondents  were  asked  to  state  “how  many  years  they  had  been  
teaching”.    This  variable  was  split  into  two  categories;;  less  than  or  equal  to  5  years  
experience, more than 5 years experience. Five years was taken as the cut point as it was 
considered  a  teacher  required  at  least  this  amount  of  time  “to  learn  their  craft”.  This  variable  
was taking as an indicator of teaching experience. 
Teachers were also asked to state how many years they had been in their current school. This 
measure was also categorised around a 5 year cut off and used as an indicator of staff 
turnover. This cut-off was chosen as it was considered 5 years in a school sufficient time to 
make an impact through sustained effort. This variable was taken as an upper level indicator 
of  teacher  ‘turn  over’  and  workforce  stability. 
The relationship between these two variables and possible impact variables such as ICSEA, 
percentage of Indigenous students enrolled in the school and school location was explored 
using a crosstab procedure. 
When interpreting the analysis it needs to be fore-grounded that the unit of measurement is 
the respondent with results unable to be aggregated to the school level. Having acknowledged 
this caveat the analysis is still a useful indicator of the demographics of teacher experience, 
and tenure at current school with respect to this sample.  
 
5.9.1 The sample 
The sample consisted of 761 teachers within 125 schools. Twenty-nine schools contained 10 
or more respondents, 43 schools between 3 and 9 respondents and 53 schools with 1 or 2 
respondents. Not all respondents completed all items mapping the variables of interest; exact 
numbers are included in the tables below. 
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5.9.2 School ICSEA value 
The ICSEA value for a school was categorised into two levels; equal to or less than 930, 
greater than 930, based on information gathered from the CART analysis. 
Teachers from schools with an ICSEA value of =<930 are more likely to have fewer than 5 
years experience (32%) compared to teachers from schools with an ICSEA value of >930 
(25%) (refer Table 5.36). The difference in experience levels across the two ICSEA 
categories was statistically significant, χ2  (1, (n=760)) = 5.178, p = .023, Ωc  = .083. While 
the difference is statistically significant, the effect size is small and contextually it is most 
likely to have little impact.  
 
Table 5.36 Crosstab - Years Experience Teaching x ICSEA 
 
TSD_YRS_TEACH_5 
Total 
Less than or equal 
to 5 years 
More than 5 
years 
ICSEA_R ≤930 Count 123 260 383 
% within 
ICSEA_R 
32.1% 67.9% 100.0% 
% of Total 16.2% 34.2% 50.4% 
Adjusted Residual 2.3 -2.3  
>930 Count 93 284 377 
% within 
ICSEA_R 
24.7% 75.3% 100.0% 
% of Total 12.2% 37.4% 49.6% 
Adjusted Residual -2.3 2.3  
Total Count 216 544 760 
% within 
ICSEA_R 
28.4% 71.6% 100.0% 
% of Total 28.4% 71.6% 100.0% 
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The relationship between teacher tenure divided into two categories (= < 5 years at current 
school, > 5 years at current school) and ICSEA did not reach statistical significance, χ2  (1, 
(n=745) = 0.906, p = .341, Ωc  = .035. The effect size is very small. 
It is worth noting that about two thirds of teachers had been in their current school for less 
than or equal to 5 years (See Table 5.37). 
 
Table 5.37 Crosstab Teacher Tenure x ICSEA 
 
TSD_YRS_SCHOOL_5 
Total 
Less than or 
equal to 5 years 
More than 5 
years 
ICSEA_R ≤930 Count 246 134 380 
% within ICSEA_R 64.7% 35.3% 100.0% 
% of Total 33.0% 18.0% 51.0% 
Adjusted Residual 1.0 -1.0  
>930 Count 224 141 365 
% within ICSEA_R 61.4% 38.6% 100.0% 
% of Total 30.1% 18.9% 49.0% 
Adjusted Residual -1.0 1.0  
Total Count 470 275 745 
% within ICSEA_R 63.1% 36.9% 100.0% 
% of Total 63.1% 36.9% 100.0% 
 
5.9.3 Percentage of Indigenous students 
The percent of Indigenous students in a school was categorised into two levels; less than or 
equal to 15%, greater than 15%, informed by information derived from the CART analysis 
The  relationship  between  percentage  of  Indigenous  students  within  the  school  and  teachers’  
experience  levels  did  not  reach  statistical  significance,  χ2  (1,  (n  =  761)  =  0.245,  p  =  .245,  Ωc 
= .042 (refer Table 5.38). The effect size is very small. 
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Table 5.38 Crosstab Tenure x % Indigenous Students 
 
TSD_YRS_TEACH_5 
Total 
Less than or 
equal to 5 years 
More than 5 
years 
Indigenous_
ContextR 
Less than or 
equal 15% 
Count 147 394 541 
% within Indigenous 27.2% 72.8% 100.0% 
% of Total 19.3% 51.8% 71.1% 
Adjusted Residual -1.2 1.2  
More than 15% Count 69 151 220 
% within Indigenous 31.4% 68.6% 100.0% 
% of Total 9.1% 19.8% 28.9% 
Adjusted Residual 1.2 -1.2  
Total Count 216 545 761 
% within Indigenous 28.4% 71.6% 100.0% 
% of Total 28.4% 71.6% 100.0% 
 
The percentage of Indigenous students within the school where teachers were employed was 
related to teacher tenure. This relationship was statistically significant, χ2  (1, (n =746) = 
3.882, p = .051, Ωc  = .072.  
 Specifically, 69% of teachers from schools with more than 15% Indigenous students had 
been at that school for fewer than 5 years compared to 61% of teachers from schools with 
fewer than 15% Indigenous students (refer Table 5.39). While the difference is statistically 
significant the effect size is very small and contextually it is most likely to have little impact.  
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Table 5.39  Crosstab - Tenure x % Indigenous Students 
 
TSD_YRS_SCHOOL_5 
Total 
Less than or 
equal to 5 
years 
More than 5 
years 
Indigenous_ContextR Less than or 
equal 15% 
Count 321 206 527 
% within Indigenous 60.9% 39.1% 100.0% 
% of Total 43.0% 27.6% 70.6% 
Adjusted Residual -2.0 2.0  
More than 15% Count 150 69 219 
% within Indigenous 68.5% 31.5% 100.0% 
% of Total 20.1% 9.2% 29.4% 
Adjusted Residual 2.0 -2.0  
Total Count 471 275 746 
% within Indigenous 63.1% 36.9% 100.0% 
% of Total 63.1% 36.9% 100.0% 
 
5.9.4 School Location 
The relationship between school location (metropolitan, provincial, remote) and experience 
level  of  respondents  was  statistically  significant,  χ2 (2, (n=761) = 8.346, p = .015, Ωc = .105. 
This represents a small effect size. 
Teachers from remote or very remote schools were more likely to have fewer than 5 years 
teaching experience than teachers from metropolitan or provincial locations. Specifically, 
45% of teachers from remote or very remote locations indicated fewer than 5 years of 
teaching experience compared to 28% of metropolitan teachers and 25% of provincial 
teachers (refer 5.40). 
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Table 5.40 Crosstab - Years Experience x Location 
 
TSD_YRS_TEACH_5 
Total 
Less than or 
equal to 5 years 
More than 5 
years 
Location 
Classification 
Metropolitan Count 126 318 444 
% within Location 
Classification 
28.4% 71.6% 100.0% 
% of Total 16.6% 41.8% 58.3% 
Adjusted Residual .0 .0  
Provincial Count 67 199 266 
% within Location 
Classification 
25.2% 74.8% 100.0% 
% of Total 8.8% 26.1% 35.0% 
Adjusted Residual -1.4 1.4  
Remote/ 
Very remote 
Count 23 28 51 
% within Location 
Classification 
45.1% 54.9% 100.0% 
% of Total 3.0% 3.7% 6.7% 
Adjusted Residual 2.7 -2.7  
Total Count 216 545 761 
% within Location 
Classification 
28.4% 71.6% 100.0% 
% of Total 28.4% 71.6% 100.0% 
 
The relationship between length of tenure at current school and location was statistically 
significant, χ2  (2, (n=746) = 14.514, p = .001, Ωc = .139. This represents a small effect size. 
Specifically, 88% of teachers from remote or very remote schools had been in their current 
school for fewer than 5 years, compared to 63% of metropolitan and 59% of provincial 
teachers (Refer Table 5.41). 
The above results need to be treated as indicative due to the relatively small numbers of 
remote/very remote school respondents (51) in the sample compared to their colleagues in 
metropolitan (444) and provincial schools (266). However no cells had expected counts less 
than five  so in a technical sense sample size assumptions have been met. 
  
  Teacher Survey Descriptives 
  135 
Table 5.41 Crosstab - Tenure x Location 
 
TSD_YRS_SCHOOL_5 
Total 
Less than or 
equal to 5 
years 
More than 5 
years 
Location Classification Metropolitan Count 271 161 432 
% within Location 
Classification 
62.7% 37.3% 100.0% 
% of Total 36.3% 21.6% 57.9% 
Adjusted Residual -.3 .3  
Provincial Count 157 108 265 
% within Location 
Classification 
59.2% 40.8% 100.0% 
% of Total 21.0% 14.5% 35.5% 
Adjusted Residual -1.6 1.6  
Remote/Very 
remote 
Count 43 6 49 
% within Location 
Classification 
87.8% 12.2% 100.0% 
% of Total 5.8% .8% 6.6% 
Adjusted Residual 3.7 -3.7  
Total Count 471 275 746 
% within Location 
Classification 
63.1% 36.9% 100.0% 
% of Total 63.1% 36.9% 100.0% 
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Appendix 6 Classification and Regression Tree Analysis 
6.1 Foreword 
Classification and Regression Tree (CART) analysis is a nonparametric technique that can 
select from among a large number of independent variables and their interactions those that 
are most important in determining the level or class membership on a dependent variable. 
 
 CART makes no distributional assumptions of any kind, either on dependent (DV) or 
independent variables (IV). CART also exhibits the following characteristics: 
 
 The explanatory variables in CART can be a mixture of categorical, interval, and 
continuous; 
 CART has a built-in algorithm to deal with the missing values of a variable for a case, 
except when a linear combination of variables is used as a splitting rule; 
 CART is not at affected by outliers, co-linearities or distributional error structures that 
affect parametric procedures; 
  Outliers are isolated into a node, and do not have any effect on splitting; 
  Contrary to situations in parametric modelling, CART makes use of co-linear 
variables in "surrogate" split(s); 
 CART has the ability to detect and reveal interactions in the data set; 
 CART is invariant under monotone transformation of independent variables; that is, 
the transformation of explanatory variables to logarithms or squares or square roots 
has no effect on the tree produced; and 
 CART effectively deals with higher dimensionality; that is, from a large number of 
variables submitted for analysis, it can produce useful results using only a few 
important variables. 
 
A possible weakness of CART is that it is not based on a probabilistic model. There is no 
probability level or confidence interval associated with predictions derived from using a 
CART tree to classify a new set of data. The confidence that an analyst can have in the 
accuracy of the results produced by a given model (that is, a tree) is based purely on its 
historical accuracy—how well it has predicted the desired response in other, similar 
circumstances. Heteroscedasticity can have an effect under certain circumstances in particular 
if the relationship between the IV and the DV is highly linear this may result in a large 
number of arbitrary splits. 
 
The mix of categorical and continuous independent variables, possible interaction effects, 
level of co-linearity between independent variables, possible non linear relationships and non 
normal data distributional characteristics makes CART analysis the approach of choice for 
this study. 
6.2 The Research Questions 
The questions of interest centre around exploring the relationship between the independent 
variables of school type (primary, secondary), percentage of Indigenous students in the 
school population, the school level of the Index of Community Socio-Educational Advantage 
(ICSEA), membership of the Stronger Smarter Learning Community (SSLC, non-SSLC) and 
number of years teaching experience of the respondent and the dependent variable 
pedagogical practice (selected from the group discussed below). 
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Several research questions are fore grounded in this study. Firstly, does the percentage of 
Indigenous students in a school act as a determiner in regard to the level of any particular 
pedagogical approach reported by a respondent and is this level mediated or moderated by 
high or low ICSEA values. Further does being a member of the SSLC impact on the approach 
reported by the respondent. To determine if there was an appreciable effect on the degree of a 
particular pedagogy the root node of selected trees were forced to split on variables of 
interest. Variables of interest were selected based on the research question, the literature and 
an analysis of variable importance measures derived from growing the optimal tree with all 
predictors included.  
The  “optimal”,  i.e., the tree with the smallest relative error, was generated initially. Trees 
displaying an error rate that is no worse than one standard error (1 SE tree) above the error 
rate of the optimal tree are also examined. The tree that best aids interpretation is then 
selected. 
The following attributes of the tree are reported: 
 Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC): the ROC value can range from 0-1 with 
higher values indicating better tree predictive performance. A ROC of 0.5 equates to 
random guessing; 
 Relative error or cost: The relative error can range between 0 and 1 with lower values 
indicating better performance.  A relative error of 1 equates to random guessing; 
 Variable importance: Variable importance is calculated by taking into account the 
variable’s  contribution  as  a  splitter  over  all  nodes  in  which  it  appears  plus  its  role  as  a  
surrogate to any of the primary splitters. The most powerful splitter is scaled at100 
with all other variables scaled relative to this score; 
 Prediction success or Confusion Matrix: The percentage of cases classified correctly 
by the tree; 
 Misclassification rate: For each class the percentage of cases misclassified; and 
 The number of terminal nodes: the fewer the number of terminal nodes the more 
parsimonious the solution. The number of terminal nodes is either grown or pruned to 
aid interpretation while trying to preserve a high ROC value and a low relative error 
rate or cost. 
Pedagogical practice was mapped by multiple items across the following domains: 
 Basic Skills; 
 Canonical; 
 Community/Indigenous; 
 Progressive; 
 Critical Literacy; 
 Assessment; and 
 Classroom Management 
 
Minor modifications in the wording of items was undertaken to accommodate the differences 
between primary and secondary schools. The category of vocational education was added to 
Secondary curriculum/pedagogy.  
Teachers were required to report the amount of time in minutes in the last week that they 
spent on each activity mapped to the domains. Minute responses to all items were rescaled to 
a percentage of 1200, which was based on an assumption of 25 hours contact time with 
students per week, or an average of five hours per day. An index was generated as a measure 
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of  teachers’  level  of  a  particular  pedagogical/curriculum  approaches.  The  score  on  the  index  
for each domain was calculated by summing percentage on each item and averaging.   
The measurement model is formative and, as such, unsuitable for calculation of classic 
reliability measures such as Cronbach α or structural equation modelling. Face and construct 
validity for items in each category was established through review of the literature, 
consultation with curriculum experts, discussion of items with SSLC staff, and validation 
through focus group consultation with teachers with experience in Indigenous and non-
Indigenous contexts. Experts and teachers were asked to generate and re-word items in an 
attempt to describe approaches to curriculum content, general pedagogical orientation and 
teaching approaches that would be operational in all settings with Indigenous students, as 
comprehensively as possible. A decision was made to deliberately combine curriculum and 
pedagogy into a single scale, when consultations with teachers indicated that respondents had 
trouble  differentiating  ‘content’  from  ‘instruction’  and  tended  to  agglomerate  the  two  into  a  
general approach. 
The literature consulted included both conventional pedagogy coding/observation schemes 
(e.g., Productive Pedagogies, NSW Pedagogies, the Singapore Pedagogy Coding Model) 
(e.g., Ladwig, 2002), general curriculum theory (e.g., Bernstein, 1990; Deng & Luke, 2008) 
and field/discipline specific curriculum literature (e.g., critical literacy, progressivism). The 
items, then aim to describe the full range of conventionally described pedagogic/curriculum 
approaches that might occur in SSLC and non-SSLC schools with Indigenous students.  
6.3 The Sample 
The sample consisted of 519 respondents who completed the survey in 2011. The breakdown 
of the demographics of respondents is summarised below: 
 School type - 159 (30.6%) primary, 360 (69.4 %) secondary; 
 SSLC affiliation – 407 (78.4%) SSLC, 111 (21.4%) non-SSLC; 
 Percentage Indigenous students school level – min. 1%, max. 99%, M = 14.71, SD = 
16.85; 
 Years teaching experience – min. 0, max. 43, M = 14.75, SD = 11.15; and 
 ICSEA level – min. 591, max. 1112, M = 924.66, SD = 80.96 
6.4 Basic Skills Pedagogical Approach 
The basic skills approach entails a focus on the teaching and learning of core behaviours, 
skills and competences, often through direct instructional models. It entails the breaking 
down of instruction into specific behaviour or knowledge objectives that are observable and 
assessable. The aim of this approach is the systematic and incremental teaching of literacy 
and numeracy, with each lesson developmentally building upon prior skill or knowledge, 
yielding testable levels of skill acquisition and knowledge. The items mapping the Basic 
Skills index are: 
 Teacher directed instruction in basic skills of initial literacy (e.g., alphabet, 
vocabulary, phonics, writing skills); 
 Teacher directed instruction in the basic skills of numeracy (e.g., number, count, basic 
functions); 
 Lessons where students are completing worksheets with short answers, fill in the 
blanks, or multiple choice formats; 
 Preparing students for standardised testing formats and test taking skills; 
 Teaching a structured, step by step curriculum package according to teacher 
guidebook (e.g., Jolly Phonics, Go Maths, Multilit, DISTAR); and 
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 Providing summaries of the previous lessons during class. 
 
The target variable is Basic Skills pedagogical approach binned into 2 categories about the 
50th percentile. Those respondents who report spending less than or equal to 23.75% of their 
time engaged in Basic Skills pedagogy were allocated to class 0 (285, 55.2%). Those 
respondents who reported spending greater than 23.75 % of their time engaged in Basic Skills 
pedagogy were allocated to class 1 (231, 44.8%). Respondents who belong to class 1 were 
considered to spend considerable teaching time enacting the basic skills approach.  
6.4.1 Tree 1 – Root node split on % Indigenous students 
 
 
Figure 6.1 Topology - Tree 1 – Root Node Split on %Indigenous Students 
Tree 1 (  
Figure 6.1) is a very simple tree with only 2 nodes. The root node on this tree has been force 
split on % Indigenous students. This tree has a relative error of 0.763 with a ROC value of 
0.62. The tree has been grown with all five independent variables being considered important. 
To explore the effect of splitting variables in addition to % Indigenous students a decision 
was made to grow the tree. The best ROC value would be obtained with 4 nodes. 
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Figure 6.2 Topology - Tree 1 Grown to 4 Nodes 
While the relative error increased slightly the ROC also increased to approximately 0.69 ( 
 
Figure 6.2). There are now 4 node levels. The overall prediction success of the tree is 65.5%. 
The misclassification rate for class 0 (low levels of basic skills pedagogy) is 37.54% and 
30.74% for class 1 (high levels of basic skills pedagogy). The tree is performing at a level 
that is above the default model but the parameters would indicate that splitting on % 
Indigenous at the root node may not allow the growth of the optimal tree, i.e., other splitter 
variables may be more powerful as a root splitter. Examination of Tree 1 ( 
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Figure 6.3) would support this conclusion where school type is indicated as the most 
important splitter variable. This will be explored in Tree 3. 
 
 
Figure 6.3  Variable Importance Tree 1 
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Figure 6.4 Main Splitters - Tree 1 
The splitters for Tree 1 are illustrated in  
Figure 6.4. Splits to the left indicate lower levels of basic skills pedagogy while splits to the 
right indicate higher levels. The first split was the forced split on % Indigenous students. This 
resulted in a terminal node to the right. Further splits to the left were made on teaching 
experience then again on % Indigenous students. 
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Figure 6.5  Main Tree - Tree 1 
With reference to main tree represented in 
 
Figure 6.5 it can be seen 44.8% (231) of respondents fall into class 1 – high levels of basic 
skills pedagogy. The first split is on > 15.50 % Indigenous to the right and membership of 
class 1 jumps to 70% (84). Respondents who are in schools with > 15% Indigenous students 
are 1.5 times more likely to report higher level of basic skills pedagogy than respondents 
overall and 1.9 times more likely than respondents in schools with ≤ 15.5% Indigenous 
students.  
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Further, respondents in schools with ≤ 15.5% Indigenous students and having ≤ 12.5 years 
teaching experience are 1.8 times more likely to report higher levels of basic skills pedagogy 
than their colleagues with greater than 12.5 years teaching experience. 
Those respondents in schools with less than or equal to 15.5% but greater than 5.5% 
Indigenous students and with ≤ 12.5 years teaching experience are 1.4 times more likely to 
report higher levels of basic skills pedagogy than their colleagues in schools with < 5.5 % 
Indigenous students.  
6.4.2 Tree 2 – Root node split on ICSEA 
 
 
Figure 6.6  Topology Tree 2 - Root Node Split on ICSEA 
Tree 2 (Figure 6.6) was grown by forcing the root node to split on ICSEA value. The tree has 
3 terminal nodes with a relative error rate of 0.805 and a ROC value of 0.64. The tree initially 
was grown with 7 terminal nodes but was simplified to 3 terminal nodes (a 1 SE tree) to 
simplify interpretation. 
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Figure 6.7  Main Splitters - Tree 2 
The main splitters for Tree 2 are illustrated in Figure 6.7. There are two main splitters – 
ICSEA and school type. Lower levels of basic skills pedagogy go to the left at each split and 
higher levels to the right. 
 
 
Figure 6.8  Main Tree Details - Tree 2 
An analysis of Figure 6.8 would indicate that respondents in schools with an ICSEA value ≤  
901 are approximately 1.7 times more likely to report higher levels of basic skills  pedagogy 
(class1, 65.5%) than those respondents in schools with an ICSEA value > 901 (class 1, 
38.8%).  
Those respondents in primary schools with an ICSEA value > 901 are approximately twice as 
likely to report higher levels of basic skills pedagogy (class 1, 69.4%) than secondary 
respondents in schools with an ICSEA value > 901 (class 1, 34.5%. 
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6.4.3 Tree 3 – Root node split on SSLC membership 
 
 
Figure 6.9  Topology – Tree 3 – Root Node Split on SSLC Membership 
Tree 3 (Figure 6.9) was grown by forcing the root node to split on SSLC membership. The 
tree has 6 terminal nodes with a relative error rate of 0.689 and a ROC value of 0.711. The 
tree initially was grown with 9 terminal nodes but was simplified to 6 terminal nodes without 
a decrease in ROC or increase in relative cost. 
 
 
Figure 6.10  Main Tree Splitters - Tree 3 
The main splitters are illustrated in Figure 6.10. Lower levels of basic skills pedagogy go to 
the left at each split and higher levels to the right. 
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Figure 6.11 Main Tree Details -Tree 3 
An analysis of Figure 6.11 would indicate SSLC membership is not an efficient variable on 
which to predict levels of basic pedagogy. The percentages of cases in each class in both the 
left and right nodes at the first split are almost identical to each other as well as to the root 
node. This conclusion is also supported by the variable importance list (Figure 6.12) where 
SSLC membership is rated least of the 5 predictor variables used. It is clear school type, 
ICSEA and % Indigenous students are stronger candidates as a root splitter. 
 
 
Figure 6.12  Variable Importance Tree 3 
6.4.4 Tree 4 – No forced split on root node  
The original topology of Tree 4 consisted of only two nodes with a ROC value of 0.64 and a 
relative error rate of 0.71. To increase the amount of information conveyed the tree was 
grown to 8 terminal nodes 
  CART Analysis 
  149 
(
 
Figure 6.13) with a resultant slight increase in the relative error rate to 0.74 and an 
improvement in the ROC value to 0.73.  
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Figure 6.13 Topology - Tree 4 - No Forced Split 
The main splitters are shown in 
 
Figure 6.14. The root splitter is type of school with SSLC membership and % Indigenous 
students playing a role at the lower levels. 
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Figure 6.14 Main Splitters - Tree 4 
School type is the strongest splitter followed by % Indigenous students, Years teaching 
experience and ICSEA value with SSLC membership playing a minor role (Figure 6.15). The 
tree has an overall prediction rate of 69%. The misclassification rate for class 0 (low levels of 
basic skills pedagogy) is 27% and 31% for class 1 (high levels of basic skills pedagogy). This 
constitutes an acceptable model. 
 
Figure 6.15  Variable Importance - Tree 4 
Due to the complexity of the tree the first split ( 
 
 
Figure 6.16) is presented followed by the left (Figure 6.17) and right branches (Figure 6.18). 
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Figure 6.16  First Split Main Tree - Tree 4 
The first split is on school type with primary schools (1) going to the left and secondary 
schools, and (2) going to the right. Examination of the nodes indicates primary school 
respondents (class 1, 67.9%) are almost twice as likely to report higher levels of basic skills 
pedagogy than their secondary colleagues (class 1, 34.5%). 
The left and right sub branches are now discussed separately. 
 
Figure 6.17 Left Sub-Branch - Tree 4 
Examination of Figure 6.17 would suggest that primary teachers with less than or equal to 
12.5 years teaching are 1.4 times as likely (class 1, 77.3%) to report higher levels of basic 
skills pedagogy when compared to primary respondents with greater than 12.5 years teaching 
experience (class 1, 56.3%). 
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Figure 6.18 Right Sub-Branch - Tree 4 
Secondary respondents with ≤  to 22.5 years teaching experience are 2.5 times (class1, 41.2%) 
more likely to report higher levels of basic pedagogy than their colleagues with greater than 
22.5 years teaching experience (class1, 17.6%). 
Secondary respondents with less than 22.5 years teaching experience and in a school with an 
ICSEA value above 992 are 1.3 times more likely (class 1, 51.8%) to report higher levels of 
basic pedagogy than their colleagues in schools with an ICSEA value less than or equal to 
992 (class 1, 38.2%). This result is most likely due to an increased emphasis on preparing 
students for standardised testing formats and test taking skills. 
Secondary respondents with less than 22.5 years teaching experience and in a non- SSLC 
school with an ICSEA value ≤ 992 are 1.4 times more likely to report higher levels of basic 
skills (class 1, 46.6%) than their colleagues in a SSLC school (class 1, 33.3%). If the 
comparable non-SSLC respondents are in a school with > 8.5% Indigenous students they are 
approximately 1.5 times more likely to report higher levels of basic pedagogy (class 1, 
53.7%) than colleagues in schools with ≤ 8.5% Indigenous students (class 1, 37.5%). 
6.5 Community/Indigenous Pedagogical Approach 
Community/Indigenous orientation focuses on Indigenous knowledge, culture and language 
as  media  and  objects  of  study,  and  on  the  study  of  students’  ‘real  world’  community  
knowledge, institutions and media. In the secondary school, this may entail engagement with 
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an  acknowledged  ‘canon’  of  Indigenous  literature,  writers  and  artists,  on  ‘embedded’  content  
knowledge and activities. The items mapping the Community/Indigenous Pedagogical index 
are: 
 
 Lessons and activities on local Indigenous content in the curriculum (e.g., local 
history, cultural practices, Aboriginal and Torres Islander Strait terms and locations); 
 Lessons or activities that involve study of local languages, Aboriginal English, and/or 
Kriol; 
 Lessons and activities where students work on real world knowledge (how to deal 
with institutions, how to access services, using media); 
 Lessons and activities that involve the study and use of Indigenous literature (e.g., 
Morgan, Ward, Davis, Mudrooroo); and 
 Lessons and activities where issues of Indigenous identity are explored and discussed. 
 
The target variable is Community/Indigenous pedagogy binned into 3 categories = 0 ≤ 7 >7 
percent. These categories were selected as approximately 72% (375) of respondents reported 
not engaging with Community/Indigenous pedagogy. This group became class 1. Class 2 was 
allocated to those respondents who engaged greater than 0% but equal to or less than 7 % of 
the time (17%, 88) and with class 3 being allocated to those respondents who engaged > 7% 
of the time (10%, 52).  
6.5.1 Tree 1 – Root node split on % Indigenous students 
 
 
Figure 6.19  Topology Tree 1 – Root Node Split on % Indigenous Students 
Tree one (Figure 6.19) was grown by forcing the root node to split % Indigenous students. 
The tree has five terminal nodes with a relative error rate of 0.512 and a ROC value of 0.85.  
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Figure 6.20  Main Tree Splitters - Tree 1 
The main splitter variables are illustrated in Figure 6.20. 
 
 
Figure 6.21 Main Tree Details - Tree 1 
Analysis of the main tree in Figure 6.21 would indicate respondents who are in schools with 
> 15.5% Indigenous students are 3.7 times more likely to report high levels of enactment 
(class 3) of Community/Indigenous pedagogy than the general population, and 20 times more 
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likely than colleagues in schools with ≤ 15.5% Indigenous students. When the school has > 
15.5% Indigenous students and an ICSEA value of > 866 these ratios jump to 5 times and 
28.5 times respectively. Respondents in secondary schools with ≤ 15.5% Indigenous students 
report very low levels of enactment of Community/Indigenous pedagogy with 92.3 % (325) 
reporting zero levels of enactment. 
 
 
Figure 6.22  Variable importance Tree 1 
Analysis of Figure 6.22 indicates school type is the strongest splitter driven largely by the 
condition that secondary school respondents report doing very little with respect to 
Community/Indigenous pedagogy. The second strongest splitter is the % of Indigenous 
students followed by ICSEA. There is a small effect for SSLC membership that was not 
included in the current tree. Tree 2 will be grown with SSLC membership forced as the root 
node splitter to test the level of the effect. 
6.5.2 Tree 2 – Root node split on SSLC membership 
The original topology of Tree 2 contained 7 terminal nodes. To aid interpretation an 
alternative 1 SE tree was chosen with 3 terminal nodes. This tree has a relative error rate of 
0.580 and a ROC value of 0.85 (Figure 6.23). 
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Figure 6.23  Topology - Tree 2 - Forced Split on SSLC Membership 
The main splitters are shown in Figure 6.24 with school type once again playing a strong role. 
 
 
Figure 6.24  Main Splitters - Tree 2 
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Figure 6.25 Main Tree Details - Tree 2 
An analysis of Figure 6.25 supports our conclusion drawn from tree 1 that SSLC membership 
plays a small role in determining level of Community/Indigenous pedagogy reported. The 
right branch reports members of SSLC (1). The first node has very similar class membership 
levels as the root node with a 2% increase in higher levels (class 3) of reporting enactment of 
Community/Indigenous pedagogy. This 2% increase is carried through to SSLC primary 
schools. All primary schools as a splitting group reported 32.9 % of level of class 3 as 
compared to 34.8% for SSLC primary schools. It is interesting to note that the majority (246, 
93.5%) of SSLC secondary school respondents report zero levels of engagement with 
Community/Indigenous pedagogy. 
6.6 Canonical Pedagogy 
Canonical pedagogy focuses the engagement with traditional cultural and scientific content 
thought to be of high quality, depth, significance and value. The term refers to the belief that 
there is a classical or  traditional  ‘corpus’  – a canon – of consensually acknowledged scientific 
knowledge and literary content. This content would be classified in traditional disciplines, 
fields or school subjects (KLAs) and representative of mainstream, dominant culture.  
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The items mapping the canonical pedagogy index are: 
 
 Lessons that focus on traditional Australian/English literary content (e.g., Mem Fox, 
Roald Dahl, E.B White, Marsden, Shakespeare, Orwell); 
 Lessons that focus on key facts and concepts for KLA scientific content and 
knowledge; 
 Lessons that focus on key facts and concepts of KLA Australian and World history; 
and 
 Lessons that focus on knowledge of traditional academic value (e.g., essays, 
laboratory reports, sonnets). 
The target variable is Canonical Pedagogy binned into 3 categories. These categories were 
selected as approximately 20% (138) of respondents reported not engaging with canonical 
pedagogy. This group became class 1. Class 2 was allocated to those respondents who 
engaged greater than 0% but equal to or less than 15 % of the time (44.5%, 297) and class 3 
being allocated to those respondents who engaged greater than 15% of the time (34.9%, 233). 
 
Figure 6.26  Topology - Tree 1 
Tree 1: The target variable is Canonical Pedagogy binned into 3 categories. These categories 
were selected as approximately 20% (138) of respondents reported not engaging with 
canonical pedagogy. This group became class 1. Class 2 was allocated to those respondents 
who engaged greater than 0% but equal to or less than 15 % of the time (44.5%, 297) and 
class 3 being allocated to those respondents who engaged greater than 15% of the time 
(34.9%, 233). 
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Figure 6.26 was allowed to grow without any constraints. Predictors available included 
ICSEA, % Indigenous students, school type, SSLC membership and years teaching 
experience. The tree had 7 terminal nodes with a relative error rate of 0.946 and a ROC value 
of 0.529. 
The tree is performing just a little above random guessing of membership of class as 
indicated by the low ROC value. This would imply allocation to target classes is not closely 
dependent on the levels of the predictor variables, i.e., respondents cannot be categorised 
successfully by the predictor variables. 
6.7 Progressive Pedagogy 
A progressive pedagogy orientation tends to focus on activities and experience as a means for 
student-centred learning. The emphasis is on individual and group learning processes, a 
negotiated curriculum based on student interest, problem solving and creativity. 
Items use in the calculation of the progressive pedagogy index include: 
 
 Lessons  and  activities  which  feature  ‘hands  on’  experience  and  ‘learning  by  doing’  
(e.g., building and making things, art work, physical activities); 
 Project-­‐based activities to generate high levels of student involvement and 
participation; 
 Individualised instruction following an Individual Educational Program 
 Independent small group work on assigned tasks; and 
 Lessons and activities on content that are negotiated with students on the basis of 
interest. 
The target variable is Progressive pedagogy binned into 3 categories around the 33rd 
percentile. Class 1 was allocated to those respondents (218, 34.7%) who indicated they spent 
less than 13.3% of their time engaged in progressive pedagogy. Class 2 was allocated to those 
respondents (204, 32.5%) who engaged greater than 13.3%% but ≤  38.3% % of the time and 
with class 3 being allocated to those respondents (206, 32.8%) who engaged > 38.3% of the 
time.  
6.7.1 Tree 1 – unconstrained 
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Figure 6.27 Topology - Tree 1 
Tree 1 (Figure 6.27) was allowed to grow without any constraints. Predictors available 
included ICSEA, % Indigenous students, school type, location, SSLC membership and years 
teaching experience. The tree had 3 terminal nodes with a relative error rate of 0.894 and a 
ROC value of 0.568. 
The tree is performing just a little above random guessing of membership of class as 
indicated by the low ROC value. This would imply allocation to target classes is not closely 
dependent on the levels of the predictor variables. Respondents cannot be categorised with 
respect to the amount of time they report engaging in Canonical Pedagogy based on the 
predictor variables of ICSEA, % Indigenous students, school type (primary, secondary), 
location (metro, provincial, remote/very remote) and SSLC membership. 
6.8 Critical Literacy 
Critical literacy focuses on critical analyses of texts and media as well as critical analysis and 
engagement with society and social institutions. The items used to construct the Critical 
Literacy index include:  
 Lessons that focus on the critical analysis of underlying messages in texts;  
 Lessons that teach students how texts position them as members of society; 
 Lessons that ask students to consider critical perspectives on an issue; and 
 Lessons that engage students in a critical discussion of television, movies, web pages, 
music, art, and other means of expression. 
The target variable is Critical Literacy  pedagogy binned into 3 categories. Class 1 was 
allocated to those respondents (158, 23.4%) who indicated they spent 0% of their time 
engaged in progressive pedagogy. Class 2 was allocated to those respondents (335, 49.6%) 
who engaged and spent ≤  10 % of the time and class 3 being allocated to those respondents 
(183, 27.1%) who engaged > 10% of the time.  
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6.8.1 Tree 1 – unconstrained 
 
 
Figure 6.28 Topology - Tree 1 
Tree 1 (Figure 6.28) was allowed to grow without any constraints. Predictors available 
included ICSEA, % Indigenous students, school type, location, SSLC membership and years 
teaching experience. The tree had 2 terminal nodes with a relative error rate of 0.910 and a 
ROC value of 0.560. 
The tree is performing just a little above random guessing of membership of class as 
indicated by the low ROC value. This would imply allocation to target classes is not closely 
dependent on the levels of the predictor variables, i.e., respondents cannot be categorised 
successfully by the predictor variables. 
6.9 Vocational Education – Secondary 
The vocational education orientation in secondary schools is meant to create an educational 
pathway to further and specialised job training and/or employment. It entails specialised 
vocational education curriculum content and training modules that may lead to certification 
and apprenticeship. In the secondary school it may entail workplace or community work 
experience. The items mapping the Basic Skills index are: 
 Lessons and activities that are part of vocational education training modules; 
 Preparing students for work-­‐based or on-­‐site job activities; and 
 Preparing students for community-­‐based service or volunteer activities. 
 
The target variable is Level of Vocational Education binned into two categories with class 1 
representing respondents who indicate spending ≤  10% (423, 90%) of their time engaged in 
vocational education. Class 2 represents those respondents who indicate spending > 10% (47, 
10%) of their time in vocational education activities. 
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6.9.1 Tree 1 – unconstrained 
 
 
Figure 6.29 Topology - Tree 1 - Unconstrained 
The four predictor variables were ISCEA value, % Indigenous students, location (metro-
provincial, remote-very remote) and SSLC membership. The tree (Figure 6.29) is a very 
simple tree with only two nodes. The tree has a relative error of 0.785 and a ROC value of 
0.606. 
 
 
Figure 6.30 Main splitters - Tree 1 
An examination of Figure 6.30 indicates the root is split on ICSEA only. 
 
 
Figure 6.31 Variable Importance - Tree 1 
The variable importance list (Figure 6.31) would suggest the ICSEA is the only important 
splitter with % Indigenous contributing marginally. This would be expected as ISCEA 
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includes a % Indigenous weighting. Neither SSLC membership nor location emerged as 
possible splitter variables or as surrogate variables. 
 
 
Figure 6.32  Main Tree - Tree 1 
Analysis of Figure 6.32 indicates approximately 10% of respondents report spending more 
than 10% of their time in vocational education activities. This value drops to almost zero if 
the respondent is in a school with an ICSEA value of greater than 968. A respondent in a 
school with an ICSEA value ≤  968 is approximately 16 times more likely to report higher 
levels of involvement in vocational education than their colleagues in schools with an ICSEA 
value > 968. The prediction success on class 2 (increased levels of vocational education) is 
97.87%. 
6.9.2 Tree 2 – Root node split on % Indigenous students 
Growing an unconstrained tree suggested ICSEA was the most important splitter with respect 
to predicting amount of time respondent spent on vocational education. ICSEA as an index 
contains a weighting for % Indigenous students. In an attempt to isolate the importance of % 
Indigenous students as a splitter and not just as a surrogate to ICSEA a tree was grown with 
% Indigenous students force split on the root node. 
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Figure 6.33 Topology Tree 2 - Root Node Forced Split on % Indigenous Students 
Tree 2 (Figure 6.33) has 3 terminal nodes with a relative error of 0.766 and a ROC value of 
0.59. The prediction success for class 2 (increased levels of vocational education) is 93.6%. 
 
 
Figure 6.34 Main Tree Splitters - Tree 2 
Figure 6.34 indicates that while the tree was force split on % Indigenous students subsequent 
splits were made on the school ICSEA value.  
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Figure 6.35 Main Tree - Tree 2 
An analysis of Figure 6.35 would suggest that respondents who are in schools with > 11.5 % 
Indigenous students are twice as likely to report increased time spent on vocational education. 
Respondents in schools with < 11.5 % Indigenous students and an ICSEA value above 952.5 
are very unlikely to report spending time on vocational education. 
6.10 Assessment 
An assessment orientation in schools focuses on the use of a range of techniques for 
evaluating and tracking student achievement and progress, and on providing development, 
diagnostic and formative feedback to students on their performance. In secondary schools, the 
focus on assessment increases in the senior years, leading to high stakes summative 
assessment. 
The focus of this analysis is the time spent by respondents in administering standardised and 
non standardised tests. The items mapping the Level of Testing index are: 
 Administering individual and/or small group developmental diagnostic assessment 
tasks (e.g., individual development tasks, individual reading, assisted writing); and 
 Administering tests/quizzes to assess student learning (non-­‐standardised or 
standardised, e.g., spelling, reading tests). 
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The target variable is Level of Testing binned into two categories with class 1 representing 
respondents who indicated spending ≤  5% of their time administering tests (505, 80.3%) with 
class 2 representing respondents who reported spending > 5% of their time administering 
tests (124, 19.7%). 
6.10.1 Tree 1 – unconstrained 
 
 
Figure 6.36 Topology - Tree 1 
Tree 1 (Figure 6.36) was allowed to grow without any constraints. Predictors available 
included ICSEA, % Indigenous students, school type, SSLC membership and years teaching 
experience. The tree had two weak terminal nodes with a relative error rate of 0.919 and a 
ROC value of 0.540. 
The tree is performing just a little above random guessing of membership of class as 
indicated by the low ROC value. This would imply allocation to target classes is not closely 
dependent on the levels of the predictor variables, i.e., respondents cannot be categorised 
successfully by the predictor variables. 
 
6.11 Classroom Management  
The classroom management items focuses on maintaining order and managing the teaching 
environment. 
The first item plumbs time spent explicitly on controlling classroom behaviour. This item is:  
 Time spent explicitly managing classroom behaviour. 
The remaining two items gauge time spent ordering the classroom environment and are 
combined into a single index by summing and then averaging. The items are: 
 Time spent talking about classroom rules; and 
 Time spent on classroom administrative duties related to students (e.g., roll-­‐taking, 
etc.). 
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6.11.1 Managing classroom behaviour 
The  target  variable  is  the  “explicitly managing  classroom  behaviour”  variable  binned into two 
categories around the median (50th percentile). Respondents who belong to class 1 are viewed 
to spend less time controlling student behaviour (301, 46.9%) than those respondents 
belonging to class 2 (341, 53.1%).  
6.11.2 Tree 1 – Root node split on % Indigenous students 
 
 
Figure 6.37 Topology - Tree 1 - Root Node Split on % Indigenous Students 
Tree 1 (Figure 6.37) was grown by forcing the root node to split on % of Indigenous student 
in the school. The tree has 3 terminal nodes with a relative error rate of 0.811 and a ROC of 
0.61.  
 
 
Figure 6.38 Main Splitters - Tree 1 
The main splitters are illustrated in Figure 6.38. Lower levels of time spent on controlling 
classroom behaviour go to the left and higher levels to the right.  
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Figure 6.39  Main Tree Details - Tree 1 
Analysis of Figure 6.39 would suggest that respondents in schools with > 7.5% Indigenous 
students are 1.3 times more likely to report increased time in controlling student behaviour. 
This ratio increases to 1.7 if the teachers have ≤  7.5 years experience. If the teachers have > 
7.5 years experience the time reported as being spent controlling students is approximately 
equal to the time reported by their colleagues in schools with ≤  7.5% Indigenous students. 
 
 
Figure 6.40 Variable Importance - Tree 1 
The variable importance list for Tree 1 (Figure 6.40) indicates the most powerful splitter is 
teacher experience with percentage of Indigenous students next. Given this result a 
subsequent tree will be grown with the root node split on teacher experience. 
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6.11.3 Tree 2 – Root node split on Teacher Experience  
 
 
Figure 6.41  Topology - Tree 2 - Root Node Split on Years Teaching Experience 
The optimal tree had two terminal nodes split around teaching experience of ≤  7.5 years and 
> 7.5 years. This supported the topology of the tree generated by force splitting the root node 
on percentage Indigenous students. A decision was made to grow the tree to 4 terminal nodes 
(Figure 6.41) to investigate other possible splitters. This tree had a relative error of 0.827 and 
a ROC value of 0.657. 
 
 
Figure 6.42  Main Splitters - Tree 2 
The first split was forced split on years teaching experience. This resulted in a terminal node 
to the left. Further splits to the right were made on two level of % Indigenous students 
resulting in 4 terminal nodes. 
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Figure 6.43 Main Tree - Tree 2 
Analysis of Figure 6.43 supports the previous conclusion that years teaching experience is the 
most important determiner of time spent controlling classroom behaviour. Respondents with 
< 7.5 years experience are 1.6 times more likely to report spending more time on controlling 
classroom behaviour than their colleagues with > 7.5 years teaching experience. 
Those respondents with > 7.5 years teaching experience and in a school with > 8.5% 
Indigenous students are 1.4 time more likely to report increased time spent on controlling 
classroom behaviour than their colleagues in a school with < 8.5% Indigenous students. 
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6.11.4 Tree 3 – Root node split on ICSEA 
 
 
Figure 6.44  Topology - Tree 3 - Root Node Split on ICSEA 
Tree 3 has (Figure 6.44) was grown by forcing the root node to split on ICSEA. The tree has 
four terminal nodes with a relative error rate of 0.774 and a ROC value of 0.65. 
 
 
Figure 6.45  Main Tree Splitters - Tree 3. 
The main splitters are illustrated in Figure 6.45. Once again years teaching experience plays 
an important role as a splitter. This is further reinforced in Figure 6.46 illustrating variable 
importance where ICSEA has about one quarter of the splitting importance compared to 
teaching experience. The relatively low importance given to % Indigenous students is not 
surprising given the ICSEA index has a % Indigenous student component. 
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Figure 6.46  Variable Importance with Respect to Splitting Tree 3 
 
 
Figure 6.47 Main Tree Details - Tree 3 
Analysis of Figure 6.47 would indicate those respondent in schools with an ICSEA value < 
933.5 are approximately 1.3 times more likely to report increased time spent on controlling 
student behaviour than their colleagues in schools with an ICSEA value > 933.5.  
Those respondent in a school with an ICSEA value > 933.5 and having < 7.5 years teaching 
experience are approximately 1.7 times more likely to report increased time spent on 
controlling student behaviour than their colleagues with > 7.5  years teaching experience. 
Similarly those respondents in a school with an ICSEA value of < 933.5 and having < 12.5 
years teaching experience approximately 1.6 times more likely to report increased time spent 
on controlling student behaviour than their colleagues with > 12.5  years teaching experience. 
It would appear that the impact of teaching experience on time spent controlling student 
behaviour is more pronounced in schools with a low ICSEA value. 
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6.12 Ordering the classroom environment 
The  target  variable  is  “ordering  the  classroom  environment”  mapped  by  the  items: 
 Time spent talking about classroom rules; and 
 Time spent on classroom administrative duties related to students (e.g., roll-­‐taking, 
etc.). 
The items were  combined into a single index by summing, averaged and then binned into 
two categories around the 50th percentile. Respondents who belong to class 1 report spending 
< 1.7% of time on ordering the classroom environment. Respondents who belong to class 2 
report spending > 1.7% of class time ordering the classroom environment. 
6.12.1 Tree 1 – unconstrained 
 
 
Figure 6.48 Topology - Tree 4 
Tree 4 (Figure 6.48) was allowed to grow without any constraints. Predictors available 
included ICSEA, % Indigenous students, school type, SSLC membership and years teaching 
experience. The tree had two weak terminal nodes with a relative error rate of 0.924 and a 
ROC value of 0.561. 
The tree is performing just a little above random guessing of membership of class as 
indicated by the low ROC value. This would imply allocation to target classes is not closely 
dependent on the levels of the predictor variables, i.e., respondents cannot be categorised 
successfully by the predictor variables. 
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Appendix 7 Summary of Case Protocols 2010 - 2012 
7.1 Case Protocols 2010-2011 
 
Case protocols (2010-2011) including the collection of documents and case work (interviews 
etc.) are outlined in the 2011 Formative Evaluation Report Appendices (Luke et al., 2011) 
7.1.1 Selection of non-SSLC schools 
Selection of non-SSLC schools was made using the following process. First, SSLC schools 
were compared with ‘similar  schools’ listed on the MySchool website. Further selection 
criteria were then applied, including:  
 jurisdiction (state); 
 sector (government, Catholic or independent); 
 type (primary, secondary, combined or college); 
 ICSEA value; 
 student enrolments;  
 percentage of Indigenous students enrolled; and  
 School staff had not participated in SSLP at the time of selection.  
 
State jurisdictions were provided with the opportunity to comment on the initial non-SSLC 
schools selected. Departmental personnel in Western Australia and the Northern Territory did 
respond, suggesting consideration of other factors such as whether the communities had 
historical, pastoral or missionary contact; and saltwater, freshwater or desert location. After 
these discussions, it was agreed that a small number of schools did not have suitable ‘similar 
schools’  listed  on  the  MySchool web site. In this instance,  what  ACARA  refers  to  as  ‘local 
schools’  were  selected, based on the criteria above.  
The total number of non-SSLC schools was designed to be larger than the SSLC sample, at a 
ratio of 2:1 (non-SSLC:SSLC). This was intended to provide a more stable base of non-SSLC 
schools that met selection criteria. 
7.2 Case Protocols, 2012 
 
7.2.1 Core Research Team Research Questions 
 
Field visits are to be focussed around the following three major research questions:  
(1) What major changes have occurred in the school?   
e.g., leadership, staffing, community, stronger smarter, ethos, meta-strategies, 
themes/foci for the school? 
 
(2) What quality pedagogy, curriculum, assessment practices are occurring?  
How would you describe it in terms of general models or orientations to teaching/learning 
in Aboriginal contexts?  
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e.g., basic skills, direct instruction, culturally focused, local knowledge, embedded 
Indigenous knowledge, KLAs, remedial/special education 
 
(3) How has the pedagogy/curriculum been supported, generated?  
e.g., are the changes linked to specific PD, curriculum implementation, regional or state 
sponsored programs or efforts, publishers’  materials,  textbooks  or  instructional  
packages, school-level curriculum reform?  Describe the school-level activities and 
comment on the uptake by teachers and effects in classrooms. 
 
Classroom observations are to use the attached observation schedule. The schedule was 
refined by the team prior to visits by undertaking a number of observations and calibrating 
classroom observations to ensure consistency. 
Field researchers are required to follow up on school/site specific issues. Observation and 
questioning will vary at each school site. [A full list of questions was developed for each site, 
but is not released in this report in order to maintain site confidentiality]. However, examples 
of observation and interview schedules included the following broad questions: 
 Observation of classroom teaching and planning including: 
o Evidence of support for Indigenous students in class 
o Evidence of embedding of Indigenous perspectives in classes - How is 
Indigenous content being embedded into the curriculum? 
o How are Indigenous students being tracked, and what does this mean for each 
Indigenous student? For example, how are PLPs operationalised? What other 
ways are Indigenous students tracked, and with what consequences? 
o Evidence of culturally appropriate assessment practices 
 Observation of Indigenous language programs: How was the program developed?  
Who teaches the program?  Is it a site-specific program? 
 Community relations: What roles do Indigenous staff and community play in the 
school, including in classrooms?  How are AEWs positioned in the school, and in 
classrooms?  How does the school work with organisations such as AECG. 
 Data Collection: What data is being collected and how is data being used by the 
school?  Is there evidence of tracking and streaming of students? 
 Leadership: What evidence is there of Indigenous leadership within the school? 
 Curriculum and Pedagogy: What pedagogical and curriculum programs are in 
place?  Is it evident in both planning, school structures, classroom practice and 
student work-samples? 
 Is there collaborative curriculum planning/organisation? 
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7.2.2 Community Study Research Questions 
 
Community Study 2012: Questions for interviews with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
communities – July, 2011. Note that these questions were a guide for open-ended interviews 
undertaken with individuals and focus groups.  
Parents/Elders/ Community workers 
(1)  Community Vision 
 What are the community practices/visions for children and families?  
 How  does  the  school’s  approach  connect  with  these  practices?   
 
(2) Definitions of Success 
 How does the community define success?   
 What are the factors that influence success?   
 What is the school preparing students for?   
 What do you hope your kids will get out of school?  
 Is your school doing the job to get them there?   
 What do you want your kid to be?   
 What do you think the school wants your kid to be? 
 What do you think of Aboriginal kids that do well at school? 
 
(3) Changes at School 
 What have been the changes in your school [in terms of engagement with 
community] 
 
(4) Indigeneity 
 What is it that makes you Kurri/Murri [localised term]?   
 How does the school make you feel about your identity? 
 Who do you go to find out more? 
 
(5) School Decision Making 
 Do you have a role in school decision-making policy? 
 Who should be making decisions about school policies? 
 Who are the key players in school decision-making? 
 
(6) Networking 
 Who do you talk to/go to talk about school/an education question, issue or idea? 
 If you want to change something, who do you go to? 
 Who does the school go to? 
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Students  
(1) Indigeneity 
 What are you known as? 
 What makes you Aboriginal/Murri/[local term]? 
 Does that change when you are at school? 
 How does the school making you feel about being Kurri/[localised term]? 
 Who do you go to if you want to find out more? 
 
(2) Safety 
 Do you feel safe at school?   
 
(3) High Expectations 
 What do you hope to get out of school? 
 Why is it important to go to school? 
 Does your teacher push you to be your best? 
 Do you think you are doing your best at school? 
 How are you going at school? 
 If you have a problem with your schoolwork, can you get help? 
 
(4) Stronger, Smarter 
 What does stronger mean to you? 
 What does smarter mean to you? 
 
(5) School and Indigeneity 
 How does the school teach you about your culture? 
 What are you learning about Aboriginal things at school? 
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7.2.3 Classroom Observation Schedule 
 
Researcher Date and time 
School Teacher 
Year level Subject/KLA 
Lesson Topic  
 
General information 
Teacher:  AEW Other:  
 
Gender 
 
Age 
 
Ethnicity 
 
Other  
 
  
 
Student Information 
Student Count Male Female 
Indigenous   
Non-Indigenous   
 
 
 
 
 
Class Room Information     
Location of class  
 
 
Physical 
description 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Other important  
Map  Front 
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Segment 
Timing 
Observation – including Direct Quotes/Exchanges 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Intervals (minutes into lesson) 
5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 
Student 1 
 
          
Student 2 
 
          
Student 3 
 
          
Student 4 
 
          
Student 5 
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Segment 
Timing 
Observation – including Direct Quotes/Exchanges 
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Segment 
Timing 
Observation – including Direct Quotes/Exchanges 
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What evidence is there of: 
 
Evidence Range 
Overall assessment of 
Engagement  
(percent of students, percent of 
time) 
  
 For Indigenous students 
 
 
 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
not at all a little moderate most students all students 
 For non Indigenous students 
 
 
 
 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
not at all a little moderate most students all students 
Degree to which the lesson 
represents an academic or 
intellectual challenge for the 
Indigenous students 
 
 
 
 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
not at all a little moderate most students all students 
Behaviour high expectations 
for the Indigenous Students 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
not at all a little moderate most students all students 
Degree to which Indigenous 
Culture and / or Knowledge is 
overtly included and valued in 
the lesson 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
not at all a little moderate most students all students 
Degree to which Indigenous 
students are shown care and 
respect as Indigenous Students 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
not at all a little moderate most students all students 
Generic (universal) degree that 
the lesson was socially 
supportive (are students 
encouraged to participate / task 
risks) 
 
 
 
 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
not at all a little moderate most students all students 
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7.2.4 Assessment Protocol  
 
To gain an estimate of assessment practices used in SSLC Hubs schools, while visiting 
classroom, please collect copies of the tasks and/ or assessments in use during the week of 
your visit. Some of these will be paper based,  some  won’t  be.  If they are simple paper based 
tasks, simply collect a copy.  If they are or were verbally set by the teacher, get a description 
in your teacher interview.  Along with this basic information, for each task / assessment, 
please use the following questions to gain a more complete picture of the assessment 
practices being used: 
 
What? 
What is the focus of the assessment task/event? 
 
What is the main subject area / KLA, topic, or central concept being assessed in the task.   
i.e., what is it supposed to be about? 
Are students informed about the purpose of the assessment task/event?   
i.e., Is there an explanation of why the students are completing the task? Is there an 
explanation of how it connects to their learning or the curriculum? Etc. 
 
What (knowledge, understandings, skills) is the assessment task/event designed to measure 
or assess?  
That is, what will students need to use to do the task? 
 
 
What is the level of expectation and/or degree of intellectual quality or challenge evident in 
the assessment event or enactment of the assessment task/s observed? 
 
To what degree is the task a challenge for students, at the year level of the students, for 
the  given  subject,  etc?  (We  also  need  the  teachers’  explanation  of  this  – if  they  don’t  
offer it quickly, ask them to explain  why  they  have  said  whatever  they  have  (it’s  easy  for  
them,  it’s  hard,  etc…) 
 
How?  
If you observe modifications to assessment practice for Indigenous students then make 
sure that you find out exactly how and why the teacher or Aboriginal Education Officer 
or Tutor has made the modifications.  We need to understand the rationale for the 
pedagogical and assessment modifications, which means follow-up and discussion with the 
teachers and the Aboriginal Tutors or Officers. 
 
 How has the assessment task/event been modified for Indigenous students in terms 
of: 
o Content e.g., links to local Indigenous community, background knowledge, 
language, responsive to local context, culturally responsive, etc. 
o Expectations or standards e.g., Are the expectations for Indigenous students 
the same as for the non-Indigenous students? 
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o Delivery e.g., Aboriginal Worker or Aboriginal Tutor reads task to the student 
or interacts with the student re the assessment demands. 
 Is the assessment formative or summative?  
o If  it  is  formative,  ‘how  will  the  information  gathered  be  used?’ 
 How is it enacted? Individual, group work, with a peer 
 What is the level  of  students’  involvement? (e.g., individual response, Self 
assessment, peer assessment, group assessment) 
 What mode of assessment? (e.g., Short answer, multiple choice, NAPLAN 
preparation, presentation, IT, recording etc.) 
 
Level of support? 
 What level of preparation do the students have to fulfil the demands of the 
assessment task? (guidance from the teacher, from a peer, from an assistant or tutor to 
complete the task demands, written guidance to outline the task, oral communication 
only) 
 Is the type of assessment new to the students or familiar? (explain how so) 
 Are the students informed of the standards and criteria that will be used to assess 
the task at the outset? (Criteria sheet, exemplar, feedback sheet, standards descriptors) 
 Do teachers and/or students participate in moderation of assessment tasks or events 
for purposes of comparability, consistency, learning and teaching improvement? 
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When? 
 What is the timing of the assessment (e.g., end of the lesson, throughout the lesson, 
prior to the commencement of the lesson)? 
 In your interview with the teacher before or after the observation ask how this 
assessment connects with assessment practice throughout the course?   
 How does the approach observed compare with assessment throughout the course? 
Ask to see examples of other assessments that have been completed or planned for 
this course?  (worksheets, activities, projects, presentations, group investigations, etc.)  
i.e., collect samples of other assessment tasks/events if possible to evaluate the 
repertoire available to the students. 
 
Artefacts 
If  possible  collect  examples  of  students’  work  however  remember to offer to photocopy these 
and return to the teacher the next day. It is also important that you pay for the photocopying 
and then upon return you will be reimbursed for expenses.   
 
These artefacts can be used in the write-up of the visit to exemplify particular aspects of 
pedagogy, assessment or curriculum observed. 
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Appendix 8 Ethics Clearances and Cultural Protocols 
Ethical clearances and permission to research in government sector schools has been granted 
by the University Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC) and the relevant systems in all 
States and Territories. Clearances and permission have been granted until July 2013 for all 
States and Territories. (See July 2011 Report for summary of clearances)  
Variations to the design of the Evaluation project, along with the addition of Evaluation team 
members have all been submitted to the appropriate authorities. As a result of each SSLC 
application round, new schools – Hub, Affiliate and Like - have also been added to the 
appropriate applications and approved by relevant authorities. 
Ethical clearance for the inclusion of community voices was approved in February 2012 by 
the University Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC). Variations to the incentives 
given to participants due to the underestimated time commitment have also been submitted to 
HREC.  Further variations will be submitted to the relevant authroities as they arise. 
The approach to researching with Indigenous peoples taken in this report calls on the 
Guidelines for Ethical Research in Indigenous Studies put forward by the Australian Institute 
for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies (AIATSIS) (available at 
http://www.aiatsis.gov.au/research/grants/grants.html ) for guidance. The AIATSIS 
guidelines suggest that principles of ethical research with Indigenous peoples should consider 
the following key foundation concepts: 
 Consultation, negotiation and mutual understanding; 
 Respect, recognition and involvement; and 
 Benefits, outcomes and agreement. 
(AIATSIS, pp. 3-5) 
Our approach is organised around these foundation concepts. Consideration is also given to 
the widely used National Health and Medical Research Council guidelines (available at 
http://www.nhmrc.gov.au/publications/synopses/e52syn.htm).  Where applicable these will 
be related to the AIATSIS guidelines (See Appendix for details of the Statement of Ethical 
Conduct for Researching with Indigenous community members, the parents or caregivers of 
Indigenous students and Indigenous students). 
Consent processes 
All individuals involved as participants in the Evaluation have provided informed and 
voluntary consent. All participants have received information about the project in the form of 
a Participant Information Sheet (provided online for survey participants). For those 
participants (teachers and leaders in schools) asked to complete surveys, completion of the 
survey instrument has been taken to be individual consent.  This is clearly explicated for 
participants at the online survey site. In the case of data collected through interviews and 
other qualitative methods, participants have provided signed consent. Where language has 
had  the  potential  to  have  implications  for  a  participant’s  capacity  to  give  informed  consent  
when provided with English text, local liaison people have been used to ensure that the 
participants understand the consent process. While children under the age of eighteen have 
provided their consent to the researchers, permission from their parents has also been sought.
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Appendix 9  Achievement and Attendance 
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ABSTRACT 
Current federal government policy initiatives in Aboriginal education and social welfare 
reform are based on assumptions about the relationship between increased attendance and 
increased student performance on standardized tests.  There are empirical assumptions 
underlying these policy interventions and their accompanying public debates.  Our aim here 
is to empirically explore the relationships between patterns of student attendance and patterns 
of student achievement in schools with significant cohorts of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait 
Islander students.  Based on an analysis of the publicly available data reported on the 
‘MySchool’  website,  we  find  that  reforms  and  policies around attendance have not and are 
unlikely to generate patterns of improved achievement. Questions about the rationale and 
rhetoric of government policy as opposed to the need to focus on pedagogy and curriculum 
are discussed. 
 
KEYWORDS: Aboriginal Education; School Attendance; Educational Policy; Sociology of 
Education 
  
Appendix 9 
190 
Does Improved Attendance Lead to Improved Achievement? 
An Empirical Study of Indigenous Education in Australia 
 
Introduction 
Current federal government policy initiatives in Aboriginal education and social welfare 
reform are based on assumptions about the relationship between increased attendance and 
increased student performance on standardized tests. The current National Aboriginal 
Education  Policy,  “Closing  the  Gap”  (MCEECDYA,  2010)  nominates  improved  school  
attendance and test score achievement as key national goals.  The development of the 
MySchool website by the Federal government to increase market transparency of school 
performance lists trending attendance data and standardized test score outcomes as key 
indicators. In Aboriginal school and social policy reforms, key Federal and state initiatives, 
like  the  “Futures”  initiative  in  the  Northern  Territory  (from  2010)  focus  on improved school 
attendance and achievement. Across Federal and state policy in the field of Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander education, then, attendance and achievement are presented as a 
conceptual, practical and institutional pairing, a conceptual and empirical doublet, with an 
explicit and implied linkages between them as twin goals, indicators and outcomes.  
This  is  complicated  by  the  controversial  Federal  government  “intervention”  introduced  by  the  
Howard government and modified by the current Labor Government. Current approaches to 
“welfare  reform”  involve  withholding  payments  from  those  parents  whose  children  
reportedly are not attending school (Macklin, 2012). This has been applied in remote 
communities in Northern Territory and Cape York, and is currently under trial in several 
capital city suburbs with high percentages of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students, 
migrants and low socioeconomic background White Australians. There has been considerable 
public debate over whether and how such moves can appear to be coercive, with deleterious 
effects upon school/community relations (Sarra, 2005); advocates have argued that it has 
generated improved attendance and community engagement with schooling (e.g., Pearson, 
2009). 
There are empirical assumptions underlying these policy interventions and their 
accompanying public debates.  The link is particularly appealing given the empirical 
argument  that  any  “closure”  of  achievement  gaps  in  Indigenous  education  requires  
“accelerated”  growth  and  achievement: simply, that given current levels of performance, 
more equitable patterns of achievement logically require more rapid and sustained growth in 
conventional performance amongst those cohorts of students whose performance historically 
has trailed that of  systemic  norms  and  unmarked,  “mainstream”  cohorts  (e.g.,  McNaughton,  
2011).  Whatever the common sense appeal of policies linking attendance and performance, 
however, the ambiguity of those assumptions needs to be clarified if any of these policies 
hope to actually have positive effect for schools and students. 
Two analytical distinctions are necessary for framing the empirical examination of the 
relationship between attendance and achievement. The first, conceptual distinction is between 
factors or causes taken to be logically necessary and those taken as logically sufficient.  First, 
the  practical  logic  of  the  claim  is  that  “you  have  to  be  there  to  get  better.”  This  is  obviously  
not a claim about direct causes, but rather a claim about necessary conditions for increasing 
the probability of a plausible educational effect.  Yet we can also test a converse, second 
proposition:  namely  that,  “if  you  are  not  there,  you  are  not  going  to  get  better.”    This  first  
proposition, however is often taken to carry the same weight as a claim of sufficiency; that is, 
the idea that improved attendance per se will yield improved performance.   Thus, it is crucial 
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to be clear about whether or not the claim is about a necessary or a necessary and sufficient 
relationship between attendance and achievement.    
Second is the actual empirical problem of extrapolating claims across levels within a system. 
To observe relational phenomena at an individual level and then presume them to have 
comparable efficacy at a school level is a typical move in the literature on school reform 
(Townsend, 2001).  In econometric terms, this is the converse of the ecological fallacy: it is a 
“fallacy  of  composition”  (Berry  &  Martin,  1974).    An  issue  of  debate  amongst  economists  
since Keynes, this logical fallacy assumes that multiplying or expanding individual behavior 
will have a comparable compounding or aggregative effect at the level of the larger 
sociological or economic unit. As a matter of logic, it is simply incorrect to claim there is a 
group level relationship or effect simply because you believe that relationship or effect can be 
shown to exist for sovereign individuals within the group. This is both a matter of scale and 
categorical definition. A state or national debt, to take a common example, is not a simple 
amalgam of individual household debts.  Hence, contrary to one of the most common claims 
made by politicians and public officials, household or individual debt is not an accurate 
metaphor for understanding the genesis, effects or management of government debt. 
At an individual student level, it may often be the case that attendance is a positive factor in 
improved achievement.  Depending on the level of education under examination, and with the 
exception of extraordinarily exceptional students, factors such as engagement, time on task, 
focused learning of skill and knowledge mandated in the curriculum are likely prerequisites 
for demonstrable gains in achievement in specific curriculum areas (e.g., Newman & 
Associates, 1996; Hattie, 2008).   We do need to note, however, there are plenty of 
exceptions to this general idea at the individual level, in both directions: 1) there are students 
who do attend but who make no gain in achievement, and 2) there are students who do not 
attend school but whose achievement increases anyway (e.g., Cowey, et al, 2009; Gamoran & 
Mare, 1989).  These exceptions can help clarify the nature of the relations.  In the first case, 
attending school may have been necessary, but not sufficient to improve achievement.  In the 
second  case,  attendance  wasn’t  even  necessary.    However  we  understand  the  relationship  
between attendance and achievement at an individual level, though, the issue becomes all the 
more complicated once the idea is raised to the level of the school or even school cohorts. 
When we shift the empirical lens from the individual student to the level of school and/or 
cohort, the picture becomes more complex, drawing into question the commonsense 
extrapolation of what might make some sense in the case of specific individuals and specific 
classes and specific schools to policies that blanket the diversity of schools, school types, 
community contexts and varied cohorts in the field of Indigenous education in Australian 
states.  That is, given the public presumptions about the virtue of school-level attendance, 
especially within the overall agenda of improving achievement of disadvantaged student 
groups, it seems prudent to analyse what the public data used to buttress these ideas actually 
shows. 
Our aim here is to empirically explore the relationships between patterns of student 
attendance and patterns of student achievement in schools with significant cohorts of 
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students.  Our research questions are:  
1. What are general trends of school-level attendance and how are they related to key 
social factors? 
2. What key features of within-school variance of achievement are evident from publicly 
reported school performance? 
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3. What are the empirical relationships between school-level improved attendance and 
performance, as measured by conventional systemic indicators?, and 
4. Are there specific contextual factors that affect the relationships of necessity and 
sufficiency between attendance and achievement gains? 
 
To address these questions, our analysis follows three stages.  First, we analyse publicly 
reported school level attendance over time, using data taken from the MySchool website for 
2008-2010, in relation to the also reported school level demographic indicators.  Second, we 
analyse achievement gains scores of these schools obtained from ACARA for gain cohorts 
(year level groups of students who completed both 2008 and 2010 NAPLAN tests, reported 
graphically on the MySchool site).  Third, we bring these two separate analyses together, to 
analyse the relationship between school level attendance and achievement gains. In so doing, 
we offer a preliminary description of school-level contextual elements that are brought to 
bear in settings where attendance and achievement appear to have related, combinatory 
effects. 
 
The Data 
The data is drawn for reanalysis from a 4 year Federal government funded evaluation of the 
Stronger Smarter Learning Communities (SSLC) initiative (Luke et al. 2010).  The data used 
in these analyses are taken from the publicly available data on national testing (NAPLAN) of 
achievement in literacy and numeracy at years 3-5-7-9 and on recorded attendance. The latter 
is based on the agreed definitions and normed data presented by ACARA.  Using the 
nationally-agreed  protocols  to  reconcile  different  states’  and  territories’  reporting,  ACARA  
provides the following operational definition: 
 
…  this  KPM  will  be  disaggregated  by  State/Territory  and  school  sector  for  all  
students, Indigenous status students and by socio-economic status and that the period 
for this collection will be Semester 1 of each school year for government school 
systems (Term 1 for Tasmania) and the last 20 school days in May of each school 
year for non-government schools.  
 
For each of these analyses, the sample of schools includes all SSLC schools (as of mid-2010) 
and  a  sample  of  “like”  schools,  used  for  comparative  evaluation.    In  the  present  analysis,  the  
additional like schools serve the purpose of providing a broader sample of schools which 
have been purposively sampled to represent schools with varied, substantive proportions of 
the Indigenous student population.   
A  number  of  criteria  were  applied  in  the  selection  of  “like-schools”  to  match  SSLC  schools.  
The selection process was undertaken in two steps. First, a preliminary selection was made 
from  like  schools  listed  by  ACARA  on  the  My  School  site  as  “similar  schools”.    Second,  
further selection criteria were then applied to refine the process to ensure that the comparative 
match was as accurate as possible.  Details are provided below. 
The resulting sample fits what many would expect of schools with significant numbers of 
Indigenous  students,  and  predictably  differs  from  the  “average”  profile  of  Australian  schools.    
The overall distribution of school type for this sample was roughly 51% primary, 35% 
combined and 13% high schools.  The mean ICSEA value was 881.55 (SD = 130.98), 
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substantially below the national average of 1000. The mean percentage of Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander students was roughly 25% (SD = 34%), again well above the national 
average.  Total enrolments in these schools averaged 508 students. 
Beyond this general sampling, small variances occurred with each analysis due to differing 
availability of data between the attendance and achievement data.  As per ACARA policy, 
not all gain cohort results are reported nor available when there are insufficient student 
numbers within schools to warrant use.  These differences are described below with each 
stage of our analysis. 
 
ANALYSIS OF ATTENDANCE 
The sample used in our analyses of attendance was composed of all SSLC Schools from 2009 
and  2010,  and  our  “Like”  school  matching  sample  for  which  sufficient  data  was  available.    
Like  schools  were  chosen  to  match  Stronger  Smarter  counterparts  from  the  ACARA  “similar  
school”  lists  (available from the MySchool website).  The total number of Like schools is 
larger than the Stronger Smart sample, in roughly a 2:1 ratio (Like: Strong Smart), to provide 
a  more  stable  “like”  school  estimate  of  matched  schools  in  the  variables  of  interest  to the 
evaluation. Like schools were selected from the MySchool “similar  school”  lists  with  specific  
interest in matching (as closely as possible) the following characteristics: regional location, 
jurisdiction, school type (primary/secondary), school size and the percentage of ATSI 
students within the schools.  Due to the restricted number of Very Remote matching schools, 
it  was  not  always  possible  to  match  these  Stronger  Smarter  schools  with  two  “Like”  schools  
within  the  very  remote  category;;  thus,  the  “Like”  sample  contains  fewer  than  an  exact  2:1  
ratio,  and  in  some  instances  these  schools  were  matched  with  “Remote”  area  schools  (as  of  
2010  there  were  no  “Remote”  schools  among  these  Stronger  Smarter  schools).    Thus,  the  
overall sample for the analysis below is 287, with 186 Like schools and 101 Strong Smarter 
schools. Table One, below, shows the distribution of schools across the four categories of 
ACARA’s  location  variable.   
Table One: Schools per Location (2010) 
 
Location 
Total Metro Provincial Remote 
Very 
Remote 
Total Count 134 115 6 32 287 
%  47% 40% 2% 11% 100% 
 
For each of the schools in the sample, demographic and attendance data were taken from the 
publically accessible MySchool website for each of the available years (since 2008).  Table 
Two below shows the distribution of the total numbers of observations.  Here, each school 
per year is an observation (total observation n = 861, 287 * 3) according to location. 
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Table Two: Number of Observations by Location 
 
Location 
Total Metro Provincial Remote 
Very 
Remote 
Total Count 402 345 18 96 861 
%  47% 40% 2% 11% 100% 
 
School Level of Attendance  
The analysis yields two initial observations:  
1. Levels of school attendance are significantly related to both the demographic 
characteristics of the student population per school and the geographic location of a 
school, and  
2. Levels of school attendance are generally stable within schools over time. 
 
For the current sample, differences in attendance levels between schools are significantly 
impacted  by  the  schools’  location.    As  Table  Four,  below,  demonstrates,  mean  attendance  
rates  in  “Remote”  and  “Very  Remote”  schools  are  quite  apparently  different  from their 
Metropolitan and Provincial counterparts.  These differences in mean attendance are both 
statistically significant (ANOVA: F (3, 283) = 90.205, p<.000), and substantial (the 
differences between group means are approximately 1 standard deviation for  “Remote”  
schools  and  2  standard  deviation  units  for  “Very  Remote”  – variance accounted for, eta2 = 
.49). 
 
Table Four: Mean Attendance by Location 
Location 
Mean 
Attendance N Std. Deviation 
Metro 89.89 134  3.49 
Provincial 89.57 115  4.32 
Remote 80.39    6 14.90 
Very Remote 72.79  32 11.37 
Total 87.66 287  7.79 
 
Likewise, the demographic background of a schools population significantly relates to the 
schools attendance rates. Most notable for this analysis are the schools percentage of 
Indigenous students  (identified  by  ACARA’s  “percent  ATSI”  measure),  and  the  average  
socio-economic  background  of  students  within  schools  (here,  we  have  only  ACARA’s  
ICSEA measure – noting that ICSEA also includes indicators of remoteness and ATSI as well 
as socio-economic indicators).  Table Five, below reports the correlations between school 
ICSEA, percent ATSI and Attendance rates for this overall sample. 
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Table Five: Pearson Correlations of ICSEA, Percent ATSI and Attendance, n = 288 
schools 
 Attendance ICSEA Percent ATSI 
Attendance 1    
ICSEA .72** 1  
Percent ATSI -.71** -.96** 1 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
It is important to note that the relationships between ICSEA, the percent of Indigenous 
students and Attendance are not strictly linear, each facing threshold effects as schools 
attendance rates reach saturation points.  Figure One below demonstrates this clearly for 
ICSEA, in which the quadratic fit line r2 = .574, r =.76 is a slight improvement on the 
Pearson R of .72 reported  in  Table  Five  above.    In  addition  to  noting  the  “bunching  up”  of  
schools as they reach attendance levels around 90% and higher levels of ICSEA, also note the 
increase variation between schools at lower ICSEA ranges. 
 
  
Figure 1: Scatterplot of Attendance by ICSEA 
 
Taking time fluctuations into account 
Beyond the demographic factors that influence of attendance rates, it is also important to note 
that school level attendance rates do fluctuate over time, as is evident in the year by year data 
reported on the MySchool website. To give a sense of what these variations look like, Figure 
Two below presents a set of line graphs of attendance over the three years 2008-2010. Each 
school in our full sample is represented in Figure Two as a line, the height of the line is the 
attendance rate  on  the  ‘y’  axis,  and  the  year  is  on  the  ‘x’  axis.    In  Figure  Two,  the  degree  to  
which school attendance rates are mostly in the upper ranges (of percentages) is evident by 
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the very large number of school lines in the upper half of the graph (illustrating again the 
threshold shown earlier in relation to ICSEA and Attendance rates). 
  
Figure 2: School Line Graphs of Attendance by Year (2008-2010) 
 
To illustrate the nature of time fluctuations and how it has to be considered for this analysis, 
four illustrative schools have been highlighted in Figure Two, with bold lines, chosen from 
among those schools with the larger overall amount of change from 2008-2010. 
It is also important to note that the amount of variance in attendance rates over time is not 
equally spread across the school population.  Above we noted that the differences in 
attendance rates between schools decreased with higher average levels of the student 
population’s  socio-economic background (ICSEA being the proxy measure here).  That 
relationship does not only hold in relation to between school differences, but also in relation 
to within school differences.  Figure three below, plots school attendance rates for each 
school and each year of data in our analysis.  The same schools whose trend lines were 
highlighted above are again highlighted, to illustrate the degree to which within school 
variation (over time) decreases as the level of ICSEA increases. Note, in Figure Three, even 
without identifying schools in the upper ends of the ICSEA scale, it is clear the variation they 
might have from year to year can not be the same of those evident by comparing the 
placement of the three points for our highlighted illustrative schools.  (The spread for each of 
these illustrative school cases is greater than the total spread of schools in the top range of 
ICSEA.) 
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Figure 3: Variance in Attendance by ICSEA 
Figure Four below presents the same set of schools lines as presented above, but this time 
broken into the four location categories: Metropolitan, Provincial, Remote and Very Remote.  
This set of graphs demonstrates both how the level of attendance rates difference by 
demographic backgrounds (in this case geographic location) and how schools which are not 
in Metropolitan areas (where ICSEA is also higher) tend to have greater levels of over time 
variance in attendance rates.  (Our highlighted schools fall into the Provincial and Very 
Remote categories). 
 
  
Figure 4: School Attendance Rate Lines over time, by Location category 
 
Given these background conditions, the data taken from MySchool for this total sample of 
schools and each available year, attendance rates were analysed using a multilevel analysis of 
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variance  (where  “Year”  at  level  1  lies  within  “School”  at  level  2).    This analysis allows us to 
partition out the variance between schools from the within school over time variance, and to 
estimate the effects of the main background characteristics of interest (percent ATSI, ICSEA 
and location). 
The general distribution of the background variables used in this analysis are presented below 
in Table Six (location distributions were noted above, see Table Two).   
Table Six: Descriptive Statistics for Attendance, Percent ATSI and ICSEA. 
 Attendance Percent ATSI ICSEA 
Mean 
N (school x year) 
Std. Deviation 
87.65 25.35 881.60 
861.000 861.000 861.00 
7.98 31.06 132.53 
 
Clearly, these background characteristics reflect the degree to which this sample over 
represents schools where low attendance is most at issue.  Table Seven, below, presents the 
results of seven sequential multilevel analyses of attendance , designed to first demonstrate 
the  impact  and  relationships  among  background  variables.  In  all  of  these  analyses,  “Year”  is  
at  Level  1,  and  lies  within  “School”  at  level  2.   
The six models are: (A) the null model (used as a baseline variance decomposition), (B) a 
model with Percent ATSI added on its own, (C) a model with ICSEA added on its own using 
the grand sample mean (since ICSEA has no meaningful zero value) and with varying slopes 
and intercepts (to account for the pattern of variance across the range of ICSEA noted above, 
and the rescaling of ICSEA by ACARA in 2010), (D) a model with three dummy variables 
accounting  for  geographic  location  (“Remote”  in  which  Metropolitan  is  taken  as  the  reference  
category), (E) a model with both Remote and ICSEA included – to demonstrate the relative 
independent effects of each, and finally, (F) a model with all demographic variables.   
Each model is presented in two columns, which report variances (σ2) and effect (β) estimates 
first, followed by the standard errors (se) of each.  Below the variance component row reports 
(for each model), the percentage of variance at each level is reported.  Fixed effect estimates 
are reported in the next rows with standard errors, followed by a calculation of the proportion 
of variance explained by the added background variables (relative to the null model).  
Intercept estimates (and standard errors) are reported in the first row of the fixed effects 
portion, followed by the estimated variance components. The random parameter estimates 
follow the fixed effects (all of which relate to ICSEA). In the final rows of the table, the 
deviance statistic, -2loglikelihood estimates, is reported for each model, as the differences in 
these (between the null model and subsequent models) allows for an assessment of model 
improvement.  
There are three key results from this analysis that should be kept in mind.  First, a very large 
amount of the variance between schools is accounted for by each of the three available 
demographic measures (see Model B, C and D).  The percent of ATSI accounts for 51.78% 
of level 2 variance, ICSEA (with random slope and intercept) accounts for 73.67% and 
geographic location (Remote) accounts for 50.19%.  There is a very significant amount of co-
linearity among these variables, and ICSEA itself actually incorporates the other two along 
with an estimate of socio-economic class.  Therefore, the question for this analysis is how 
best to take the combination into account.   
Second, allowing the models to include the degree to which ICSEA varies both between and 
within schools (over time changes occur in the ACARA data) provides a much better fit than 
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constraining it to a fixed effect (thus, ICSEA also accounts for 49.53% of the over time 
within school variance in attendance) .  However, the largest effects related to demographic 
indicators  can  be  seen  in  Model  D,  where  “Remote”  and  “Very  Remote”  schools  have  quite  
substantial negative effects (essentially indicating a difference in the mean level of attendance 
relative to the reference category (Metropolitan) of -9.50 and -17.10 respectively. 
Third, once geographic location (Remote) is included in the model, sequentially adding the 
other demographic variables (Model E and F) allows us to come to a model that includes all 
three important demographic variables, noting each provides improvement model fit.  
Differences in the deviance statistics from preceding models are 612 with three added 
parameters of ICSEA (fixed and two random effects) to Remote, Model E, while adding 
ATSI to these two results in a difference in the -2loglikelihood of 11.5 with that one 
additional parameter, Model F.  The inclusion of ICSEA and ATSI does not just improve 
model fit, however; they also demonstrate that much of the differences noted in relation to 
geographic location are substantially reduced as these two factors are taking into account. 
Model F accounts for 76.73% of between school variance, and 52.48% of level 1 between 
years - within school variance of attendance.  In short, the majority of between school and 
over time variance in the level of attendance reported on the MySchool website is accounted 
for by the larger social factors that lie well beyond the school gate.  Further, and directly 
related to this observation, significant over time variance or improvement (in both statistical 
and practical terms) remains the rare exception.
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TABLE SEVEN: Multilevel Analysis of Attendance, N = 861 (3 observations per 287 schools) 
  MODEL A MODEL B MODEL C MODEL D MODEL E MODEL F 
  null model ATSI ICSEA * Remote (M) Remote & ICSEA All Demographic 
Variance components            
  σ2 se σ2 se Σ2 se Σ2 se σ2 se σ2 se 
Level 2 – School 58.84 5.04 28.38 2.50 15.49 1.66 29.31 2.58 13.02 1.43 13.70 1.45 
Level 1 – Year 4.72 0.28 4.77 0.28 2.38 0.20 4.72 0.28 2.31 0.19 2.24 0.19 
Proportion of σ2 Level 2 92.57%  85.61%  86.67%  86.12%  84.92%  85.92%  
Level 1 7.43%  14.39%  13.33%  13.88%  15.08%  14.08%  
              
Fixed Effects    β se Β se Β se Β se β se 
Intercept  87.66 0.46 92.00 0.41 88.65 0.27 89.89 0.48 89.21 0.33 90.16 0.43 
SSN              
ATSI %    -0.17 0.01       -0.06 0.02 
ICSEA      0.02 0.00   0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 
Provincial        -0.32 0.71 0.41 0.42 0.73 0.43 
Remote        -9.50 2.32 -2.26 2.24 -1.03 2.28 
Very Remote       -17.10 1.09 -12.39 1.52 -9.15 1.79 
              
Random parameters (ICSEA)           
slope variance Level 2  σ2u1  0.00 0.00   0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
slope / intercept covariance   σu01  -0.07 0.01   -0.05 0.01 -0.04 0.01 
slope variance Level 1  σ2e1  0.00 0.00   0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
slope / intercept covariance   σ2e01  -0.02 0.00   -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.00 
              
Proportion of σ2 
explained 
 Level 2  51.78%  73.67%  50.19%  77.87%  76.73%  
 Level 1  -0.97%  49.53%  0.00%  51.04%  52.48%  
              
-2loglikelihood 4826.81  4631.09  4083.75  4634.21  4021.80  4010.29  
Difference from null model 195.72  743.07  192.60  805.02  816.52  
Difference from preceding model       612.42  11.51  
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GAINS SCORE ANALYSIS 
To examine possible improvements in student outcomes on NAPLAN results, gain score data 
for relevant age cohorts were obtained for all schools in this sample from ACARA.  This gain 
score data consisted of the mean scores per test domain per gain cohort. It should be noted 
that secondary schools which do not include either Year 7 or Year 9 are excluded from this 
analysis, since school level identified gains are not available from ACARA for these schools.  
Likewise, any gain cohorts of less than five students are not available as per ACARA 
protocol.   
 
School and Gain Cohort sample   
Schools for this analysis were selected in the same manner as that reported for analysis of 
attendance rates.  The resulting sample, based on available ACARA gain cohort data, 
included a total school sample of 215.  From these schools a total of 321 gain cohort scores 
were calculated.  
 
Gains by Age Cohort and Subject 
It is first important to keep in mind the well-known patterns of gain scores over time, through 
the year levels of schooling and by subject domain.  That is, within any one test construct 
(subject domain), gain scores will generally decline over time, as students get older and move 
through year levels of schooling.  For NAPLAN data, this change is evident when comparing 
the  three  available  “Gain  Cohorts.”    That  is,  students  who  took  the  Year  3  NAPLAN test in 
2008 and the Year 5 test in 2010 are the Gain Cohort 3-5 (for 2010), and so forth.   This gives 
three gain cohorts: 3-5, 5-7, 7-9.  Additionally, especially for NAPLAN results, differences 
between subject domains are notable at all year levels, and this carries into gain calculations 
as well. 
For the current sample, the distribution of Gain Cohorts across year levels reflects the overall 
school sample, taking into account the unavailable secondary cohort scores.  Table Eight 
reports the breakdown of cohort according to each year level. 
 
Table Eight: Gain Cohort by Year Level 
 Frequency Percent 
Year 
level 
3-5 167 52.0 
5-7 91 28.3 
7-9 63 19.6 
Total 321 100.0 
 
The changes in gain scores according to year level and subject domain are clearly presented 
below in Figure 5 which presents this pattern as a bar graph of the mean gain scores in 
Reading, Numeracy and Writing across the three available Gain Cohorts in the MySchool 
“Similar  Schools”  for  all  schools  in  our  sample.    We  have  used  the  “Similar  School”  gains  
simply to reinforce this observation as a general one, having no more or less applicability to 
the current sample.  Note that while the overall amount of gain differs by test domain in every 
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year level, and the amount of change over time in gain scores differs in each test domain, the 
general pattern of declining gains over time is clear, expected and part of the test construct 
modelling on which NAPLAN is based. 
 
 
Figure 5: Gains in NAPLAN scores by Gain Cohort (MySchool “Similar  Schools”) 
Given this change over time, when examining whether or not gain scores are related to school 
level attendance levels (and changes), it is essential that differences in age cohorts are 
disaggregated and comparisons between schools are made between relevant cohorts. 
But how much of a student cohort gain score really is related to the school per se?  There are 
numerous ways to address this question, and in our evaluation work a general pattern became 
abundantly clear.  Perhaps the most direct way to present that pattern is to address this 
question is to analyse this data in its nested form, as a three level multi-level model where test 
domains are taken to be within cohorts and cohorts within schools.  Doing so allowed us to 
estimate  the  portion  of  variance  attributable  to  each  “level”  (between  schools,  between  
cohorts within school, between test domains within cohort) .  The results of this variance 
partitioning are presented in Table Nine below: 
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TABLE NINE: 3-level, variance partition of gain scores 
Level Variance se % of variance per level 
School 91.74 66.99 7.43% 
Cohort 345.36 79.13 27.99% 
Test 
Domain 
796.96 45.05 64.58% 
 
 
Three things are clear from the variance partitioning of gain cohort scores. First, the vast 
majority of the variance in cohort gain scores is within schools, between test domain and 
between cohort (age) of students.  Second, the amount of remaining variance at a school level 
is not statistically significant (91.74 < the 95% confidence interval of 1.96 * 66.99).  Third, 
this model does not include differences between individual students – an analysis that we are 
currently undertaking on 2011 data. This means the likelihood of a more complete model 
showing any significant school level variance at least as low as these estimates suggest. 
Thus, where we can safely say that attendance is very much related to the context outside of 
the school, when it comes to achievement we have a very different story. Leaving aside 
individual level differences, for the moment, regarding that portion of student achievement 
that schools might influence, the vast majority of that variance lies within schools.  The 
differences in gains between test domains are artefacts of the test instruments themselves 
(since any scaling is literally constructed by the testing regime), and the differences in cohort 
gains simply reflect the different year levels of testing.  Any over time differences in gain 
cohorts may also relate to the well-documented cohort phenomena in schools, that occurs 
simply due to the way schools and student populations interact (cf., Hill & Rowe, 1998).  
However, although these differences are well known for overall populations, that does not 
explain why and how those differences are not uniform across all schools.  The fact that they 
are not uniform suggests these results may well be related to school practices that differ 
between subject areas and grade levels within a school which can account for the patterns 
revealed here. 
 
ANALYSIS OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ACHIEVEMENT GAINS AND 
ATTENDANCE 
Using the data from the above two analyses, we examined the relationship between the 
school level attendance measures and the cohort gain scores.  The most direct demonstration 
of what such analyses show can be gleaned directly from calculations of the correlation 
between these measures.  In this case, since we have data from three different years, the 
school level attendance measures include the mean attendance for the school over the years 
2008-1020, and the rate of change over the same time frame.  Since we are only working with 
three time points here the rate of change can be calculated as the difference between the 2010 
Attendance rate and the 2008 Attendance rate divided by the number of time periods 
intervals, ((Attendance2010 - Attendance 2008) / t-1), which, in this case, is equivalent of a 
regression slope. 
When looking at the relationship between all gain scores and school level attendance 
measures, N is equal to the number of  test domain gain scores per year level per school, N = 
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945.  Table Ten, below, reports the correlations between these measures.  From these results, 
two things are evident.  First, there is essentially no relationship between gain scores and 
neither the mean level of school attendance, nor the rate of attendance change.  In other 
words, neither the level of attendance nor any recorded increase nor improvement in 
attendance is in and of-itself related to gain scores. Neither is statistically significant, which 
with this sample size would not require a large nominal correlation, and both are quite small.  
We should also note that the level of attendance is negatively correlated with rates of change 
(and is statistically significant but small), simply due to the ceiling effect (schools which start 
with high levels of attendance have no room to improve, and vice versa). 
 
TABLE TEN: Pearson Correlations between attendance measures and gain scores 
 Mean 
Attendance 
Rate of 
Change 
Mean School Attendance 2008-2010 1  
Rate of change in attendance (2008-2010) -.122** 1 
Gain score -.014 .042 
** Correlation significant at p < .01 
 
Given the large differences between test domains, it is also useful to examine these 
attendance–achievement relationships relative to specific test domains.  When looking at 
these relationships differentiating by different test domain gain scores, sample sizes vary by 
test domain from 313 – 321 (simply because there is variation within scores by test domain 
cohort populations).  Table Eleven, below, presents the correlation calculations by test 
domain.  Here the results are similar to those noted above, essentially showing no relationship 
between school level attendance and achievement gains, with one exception.  That is, these 
calculations do show a small positive, statistically significant, correlation between the rate of 
change in school level attendance and the amount of gain in reading.  In other words, the 
NAPLAN reading gain scores is higher in schools with higher rates of change in attendance 
(improving attendance from 2008-1010). 
 
TABLE ELEVEN: Pearson Correlations between attendance measures and gain scores 
by test domain (pairwise N in parentheses) 
 Mean Rate 
Mean School Attendance 2008-2010 
1  
Rate of change in attendance (2008-2010) 
-.124 
(321) 
1 
Reading Gain  
-.053 
(314) 
.126* 
(314) 
Numeracy Gain 
-.019 
(313) 
-.057 
(313) 
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Writing Gain 
.027 
(318) 
.042 
(318) 
* Correlation significant at p < .05 
 
While such a finding might look like support for the general claims being examined here, it is 
important to note that this is but one measure among six presented here, and that there are 
many specific issues to consider here.  First, in a sample in which there is a high portion of 
ATSI students, it seems that those who improved school level attendance from 2008 to 2010 
also had larger Reading gain scores than those with lower rates of school level attendance 
improvements.  Plotting the points on which these correlations have been calculated 
demonstrates just how specific this gets.  Figure Six below presents that data in a scatterplot, 
and makes very clear that the number of cases in which there was both a relatively larger gain 
and relatively higher improvement in attendance is quite small (literally less than a hand full). 
  
Figure 6: Scatterplot of Rate of Change in Attendance and Gain scores for NAPLAN 
Reading gain scores (2008-2010) 
The above analysis shows that, once test domain and year level are taken into account, any 
correlational relationship between improvements in attendance (or just overall level of 
attendance) and achievement gains really only holds for individual school examples.  From a 
general view, in the sample constructed to analyze the effects of one school level initiative 
that itself was specifically designed to improve the attendance and achievement of students in 
schools with significant Indigenous populations, there is no overall relationship between 
attendance and achievement at a school level.  In fact, Figure 6 makes it very clear that the 
gain cohorts with the highest gains cover the full range of attendance change – high and low, 
including schools in which mean attendance dropped. 
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DISCUSSION 
We began this discussion by pointing out that the relationship between school attendance and 
achievement could be understood as either a necessary relationship or a sufficient 
relationship.  As our data is restricted to examining this relationship at the level currently 
prevalent in public debate, the school level, this data cannot address whether or not any 
attendance-achievement relationship even exists at an individual level.  Our analysis shows 
that at a school level attendance is not sufficient for improved gains in achievement, and may 
not even be necessary for school level improvements in gain scores.  Thus any reform which 
directs its goals toward improving school level attendance must not presume this will at all 
relate to any subsequent achievement gains, much less presume it will have any causal effect 
on achievement as conventionally measured.   
But there are further policy implications to be drawn from this analysis.  First, we respond to 
each of our initial research questions.  Second, we return to the growing body of literature on 
effective school reform, systemic change and policy de-coupling.   
In relation to our first research question: What are general trends of school-level attendance 
and how are they related to key social factors?  Our analysis shows that overall attendance 
averages and rates of change related substantially to the broader socio-demographic context 
of the school.  That is, the vast majority of school attendance measures related (in order of 
magnitude) to the regional location of schools (metropolitan to very remote), the percentage 
of ATSI students in the school, and ICSEA.  In terms of the regional location, remote school 
and very remote schools are the main location of very low school level attendance and that 
these sites are the places where very large changes in school level attendance occur (both up 
and down).  This is not new news, but it is a timely reminder that strategies to improve school 
attendance must begin from explanatory models of spatial-demographic difference.  
Importantly, although directly related to regional location, the percentage of ATSI students at 
a school is of significance across all regional locations.  That is, the percentage of ATSI 
students is an important consideration above and beyond the location of the school.  It is its 
own independent issue.  Thus, specific reforms for improvement of school performance for 
Indigenous students would seem to be logical and potentially valuable. It is worth noting that 
the SSLC has consistently focused on strategies for addressing Indigenous attendance. 
ICSEA muddies rather than clarifies this analysis.  First, it is clear that ICSEA has a much 
small but still significant effect above and beyond the other two demographic indicators 
included  here.    There  is  a  simple  problem  here:  as  a  measure  of  “socio-educational”  
advantage, ICSEA actually includes both the other two measures as part of its own construct 
– so it is difficult to be sure just what is being measured above and beyond the other two.  
The most likely candidate for interpretation is to see this independent effect as a socio-
economic  effect,  since  that  is  the  main  other  part  of  ICSEA’s  construct.    Whatever  the  
interpretation, however, it is clear that it carries more of a ceiling effect on the level of school 
change (the coefficient as a fixed effect is a near zero .01, see Table Seven, Model F). Higher 
ICSEA is essentially co-linear with schools that have approached the upper limits of school 
attendance rates.  This suggests a need to disaggregate ICSEA as a measure and any further 
analysis of its effects across socio-demographic regions.  That is, it is high likely that any 
socio-economic effect on school level attendance, to the extent there is one, will differ 
significantly between metropolitan, provincial, remote and very remote schools.  Further, it is 
worth studying whether any socio-economic effect on attendance is a within school 
phenomenon in contexts where there are significant within school socio-economic 
differences. 
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In relation to our second research question on what we can glean from MySchool data about 
differential achievement gains.  First, it is important to note that for cohorts of students, 
achievement gains above the norm are rare – by definition and in fact.  Within that general 
pattern, in this sample it is clear that significantly high gains (for cohorts) are directly related 
to two within school issues: the year level of students and the test domain.  Once we take 
these two issues into account in this sample, it becomes clear that exceptional cases lie within 
schools and directly relate to issues open to direct professional development intervention.   
Our descriptive and qualitative analyses (Luke et al. 2011) of these schools indicate that the 
three outlier schools where attendance gains positively correlated with specific test score 
achievement gains (see Figure 6), all had adopted specific approaches to literacy curriculum 
that entailed extensive teacher in-service professional development training that led to regular 
data analysis and teacher-led, school-level curriculum planning (e.g., Accelerated Literacy, 
Reading to Learn).  Further, these three schools had begun from very low baselines of 
achievement and attendance.  
That is, for these individual schools, it appears that substantial gains for cohorts of student 
relate to what these schools have implemented in terms of curriculum and pedagogical 
improvement initiatives.  Given this, the finding that there is no significant effect on gain at a 
school level should surprise no one.  For example, when a school records significant 
improvements in upper primary reading (because of a reading-focused literacy initiative), it 
would not logically follow that this improvement to be reflected in a NAPLAN writing or 
numeracy results. While there may be general transfer of training effects of basic literacy 
skills to other domains and constructs of the curriculum, standardized norm reference 
achievement tests generally are designed to assess proficiency at a specific construct 
independent of other capacities.  If anything, this analysis simply reminds us that if we really 
want to see substantial improvements in educational achievement, this is only likely to occur 
with significant investment and infrastructure for professional development in curriculum and 
pedagogy.  Simply pushing to improve attendance,  increase  accountability  and  “use  data”  
will not, in themselves, lead to systematic improvement in conventionally-measured 
achievement. 
Lastly, in relation to the ostensible connection between attendance and achievement, it is 
important to be clear that these are very different educational goals.  Any potential 
relationship between them will not be straight forward.  We would hypothesis that the 
relationship is actually better understood as a cyclical relationship.  Consider, for example, in 
many of the schools which record low attendance rates, it is quite common to speak to 
students who have chosen not to attend for good reason.  That is, many of these students (and, 
perhaps, their parents) decide that what the student can experience and gain outside of school 
is more beneficial (or less detrimental) than what they experience (or expect to experience) in 
school.    This  phenomenon  has  been  known  in  research  literature  at  least  since  Willis’  
Learning  to  Labour  (1977),  and  Walker’s  Louts  and  Legends  (1989), and it recurs in the 
current literature on students who have left schooling and re-engaged with the emergent 
“flexible  learning”  sector  (Riele,  2006).   
At a school level, this phenomenon can reverse the logic to be applied.  That is, case studies 
have shown that when specific schools demonstrate to their host communities that they are 
serious  about  “high  expectations”  on  conventional  curriculum  and  achievement  goals,  
attendance can be improved (Sarra, 2005).  What happens after that improvement in 
attendance may well depend on whether or not the schools deliver achievement results 
through systematic reform of curriculum and pedagogy, and on how that improvement 
changes the overall dynamics of school reputation and culture (i.e., with more students 
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choosing to enroll in a given school, intake populations change once again, etc.). The 
sociological literature on educational inequity is replete with explanations of socio-economic 
differentials which essentially point out that the social contract between schools and students 
is fundamentally related to an inter-subjective history in which schooling has or has not been 
beneficial  to  that  student’s  families  and  ancestors  (see,  e.g.  MacLeod,  2008:  Lareau,  2003). 
Changing  that  history  is  precisely  what  current  “closing  the  gap”  reforms  claim  to  be  about,  
whether we are speaking of schooling or broader social welfare reforms.  The outlier schools 
we have described here generated improved achievement through a combination of 
community-based attendance policies and professional skilling that focused on improving the 
quality and focus of curriculum and pedagogy. And this is where the implications of our 
analysis carry beyond schooling per se. 
That is, here we clearly have an example of a set of ideas being addressed and used in public 
discourses about school improvement.  In its simplest form there is a technical claim 
(improve attendance and achievement improvements follow) which, we have shown here, is 
of dubious merit in the first place.  This technical claim is matched with a public 
“commitment”  to  “transparency”  in  which  data  is  made  public  that  is  supposedly  directly  
related to the overall technical claim (that is itself woven into a broader narrative about 
progress and equity).  In this case, it is clear that the empirical data actually does not match 
the narrative, and in fact cannot.   
At a technical level, school-level attendance measures do not tell you which students have 
attended.  School-level gain scores are not really even school level gains – they relate to 
specific cohorts of students who took a test twice, and to the constructs of specific tests.  Gain 
scores are used in the first place because that are supposed to help pin down school level 
“value  added”  logic,  but  we  do  not  really  know  which  students  are  taking these tests (nor 
whether or not there is merit in the anecdotal claims of schools manipulating who takes these 
tests).  At a technical measurement level, even if you accept the tests as valid for purpose, we 
do not know how the attendance measures relate to achievement measures in terms of who is 
presented in which sub-population. This raises a whole set of more precise questions for 
further research: For example, if your non-attending cohort who are now attending comprises 
those who were in the lower quartile of achievers by previous measures, it is likely that the 
improved attendance by this cohort (presuming, as noted above, that they attend on the day of 
test administration), could hypothetically lead to declines in overall school-level 
performance.  
At a broader theoretical level, this de-coupling of the political grand narrative from the 
empirical realities of schooling precludes proper debate, critique and analysis.  First, the 
rhetorical use of school attendance as an unquestioned good is obviously not withstanding 
scrutiny for many students: plenty of students choose not to attend school.  Second, the idea 
that policies directed to school level choose and management flexibility might well appeal to 
rational choice and market logic publics, and principals, but any empirical support for these 
policies is not really evident in the public data that supposedly fits that logic.  That is, despite 
claims that local management of schools and market actors choosing between schools is 
somehow a key to improving systems of schools, analysing the publicly published data 
designed (ostensibly) to support choice and accountability has demonstrated that logic does 
not even fit the data it publishes. 
Third, the attention given to achievement measures and gains shifts the debate from the 
reality that direct investment in curriculum and pedagogical professional development is 
really the only way to systematically improve gains scores. Setting a new national 
curriculum,  establishing  professional  “institute”  credentials, and the proposed systems of 
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teacher appraisal are unlikely to seriously improve achievement unless they are 
systematically accompanied with the necessary support for teachers and schools to turn all of 
these additional reforms into better educational experiences for students.  In and of 
themselves, reforms and policies around attendance, like those on behavior management, are 
unlikely to generate patterns of improved achievement. The key remains systematic school-
level reform of curriculum and pedagogy.   
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Appendix 11 Stronger Smarter Meta-Strategies 
The  Stronger  Smarter  Institute’s  Five  Meta-strategies are listed on the SSI website 
(http://www.strongersmarter.qut.edu.au/aboutus/metastrategies.jsp, accessed, January 2013) 
as: 
 
The Stronger Smarter approach articulates a set of five interconnecting strategies: 
 
Meta-strategy 1 
Acknowledging, embracing and developing a positive sense of identity in schools  
 
Meta-strategy 2 
Acknowledging and embracing Indigenous leadership in schools and school communities 
 
Meta-strategy 3 
'High expectations' leadership to ensure 'high expectations' classrooms, with 'high 
expectations' teacher/student relationships 
 
Meta-strategy 4 
Innovative and dynamic school models in complex social and cultural contexts 
 
Meta-strategy 5 
Innovative and dynamic school staffing models in complex social and cultural contexts 
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Appendix 12 Ontario K-12 School Effectiveness Framework 
 
 
 
 

   
   
 
